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OBSERVANCE OF THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

FRiDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1985

Housk OF REPRESENTATIVF-,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
San Marcos, TX.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in the
Evans Auditorium, Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos,
TX, Hon. William D. Ford presiding.

Member present: Representative Ford.

Staft present: K.istin Gilbert, legislative associate; and Rose Di-
Napoli, minority legislative associate.

Mr. Forp. I am pleased to be in San Marcos, TX, on this particu-
lar day at the site of the signing of the Higher Education Act 20
years ago today. All of us who’ve had a chance to work with it over
the years believe that it has the right to be referred to as an histor-
ic initiative 1n higher education.

This hearing today provides us the opportunity to reflect on the
Rurposes, accomplishments, and the future of the Higher Education

ct. '

President Lyndon Johnson captured the essence of the act, when,
upon signing the legislation, he said, “It means that a high school
senior anywhere in this great land of ours can applgeto any college
or any university in any of the 50 States and not be turned away
because his family is poor.”

It gives you some illustration of the difference in times that 20
years ago a high school senior who would go to college was pre-
sumed to be “he.” We now know that that has changed very dra-
matically, and one of the reasons it has char ged very dramatically
is because of the passage of this act.

I'm pleased to have a very distinguished group of witnesses here
today. This morning we'll hear from the Honorable John Brade-
mas, one of the original sponsors of the legislation, and one of the
founders of the Higher Education Act, who spent 22 years on the
committee developing 1t. He was also on the committee before it
was developed.

We also have the Honorable Ron Kimberling, Acting Assistant
Secretary of the Department of Education for Postsecondary Edu-
cation.

I would like to note that in further observance of this event, last
week, the House of Representatives passed, by unanimous consent,
a resolution to recognize the 20th anniversary of the Higher Educa-

Y]
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tion Act. The resolu‘ion notes the significant contribution made by
this legislation to the development of the Nation, by increasing its
investment in human capital, thereby fostering economic growth,
enriching civic and cultural life, and strengthening our national se-
curity.

Before we hear from the witnesses this morning, I just received a
message from our dear frie..a and a friend of Dr. Brademas, as
well, Jake Pickle, and he says, as follows:

[Telecram)
WASHINGTON, DC, November 7, 1985.

Conference Committee has kept me in Washington today. I am extremely proud
to have been present for the signing of the Higher Education Act, and to have been
privileged to work with our Education President, Lyndon B. Johnson. Today, I am
even prouder for voting for the Educ.ition Bill than I was 20 years ago.

Sincerely,
J.J. JakE PicKLE,
Member of Congress.

Mr. Forp. I would like now to call upon Dr. John Brademas,
president of New York University, our former colleague for many
years. And John, I would just like to observe that it’s not as easy
for me as it was 20 years ago, on the committee, because all I had
to do was follow you, and sometimes Jim O’Hara, and Frank
Thompson, and I always knew where I was going.

I don’t have any one of you to follow any more and after so many
years of the habit of looking to you for leadership and the direc-
tions we werc taking, it's been very difficult in recent years to do
without you.

New York University’s gain is a loss to the rest of us. And I'd be
pleased to insert in the record the full text of the statement you've
prepared for today, and ask you to add to it, supplement it, or com-
ment on it, in any way that you think would be most helpful.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN BRADEMAS, PRESIDENT, NEW YORK
UNIVERSITY

Mr. BrRaDEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreci-
ate, more than I can say, those gracious words of welcome. And can
only respond that, at this stage in the life of the Nation, those of us
who are concerned about higher education, are following vour lead-
ership. And your leadership has been superb. And under it, this
subcommittee has become a powerful force for education in the
United States.

So, I'm very pleased to be here in San Marcos and &lso to share
the panel with the Acting Assistant Secretary of Postsecondary
Education, Ronald Kimberling.

I want also to say, Mr. Chairman, that I was very pleased to
have seen some old friends here, Wilbur Cohen, the distinguished
former Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare; Robert Atwell,
the president of the American Council on Education, and of course,
I'm especially glad to have been here, not only, Mr. Chairman, at
your invitation, but at that of another valued friend from our days
on Capitol Hill together, our dittinguished host at San Marcos, the
president of Southwest Texas St-te University, Robert L. Hardesty.
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‘What I'd like to do, Mr. Chairman, is move speaking as rapidly
as I ce I've always had the view that the brighter *he audience,
the faster I can talk, so I intend to speak very rapidly today, to go
through a summary as it were, of my prepared statement.

And I want to say that it’s a great honor to have been asked to
appear on ‘he occasion of the 20th anniversary of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and of course, it’s a particular personal pleasure
for me because, as you know, for the entire length of my own serv-

. ice in the House of Kepresentatives, 22 years, ] was a member of
your subcommittee.

And for the last 4% years, I've had the privilege of serving as
president of New York University, the largest private university in
the world, with some 46,000 students in 14 schools and divisions.

New York University has, for more than a century and a half,
been a university of opportunity welcoming immigrants and their
sons and daughters, and we continue that tradition. And I must
tell you, Mr. Chairman, and members of ycur subcommittee, that
as a result of my experiences on the university carapus, I'm still
more convinced of the wisdom of the judgments that you and I
made 20 years ago in adopting legislation to expand the opportuni-
ties for college education in the United States.

So I come before you this morning wearing two hats' That of a
former Member of Congress and a sponsor of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, and its subsequent reauthorizations; and as president
of a major university who h -5 witnessed firsthand the struggles of
students seeking a first class education.

What I should like to do then, from the perspective of a partici-
pant, is offer a brief history of the Higher Education Act and try to
bring into focus the concerns of its parents in Congress two decades
ago.

Then I want to identify for the subcommittee what I believe to be
the major advances that followed the act and observe that the last
20 years have seen important progress in cpening the doors of edu-
cational opportunity to all qualified aspirants, and make the point
that underlying much of this progress have been the resources and
leadership provided by the Federal Government.

The several measures in support of education that members of
this subcommittee, both Republicans and Democrats, helped write
were a direct expression of our concern that an opportunity for a
college education be denied no talented and motivated student be-
cause of financial need. But today, Mr. Chairman, I see disturbing
signs that the commitment that informed that approach is being
eroded. So finally, in my statement, I want to indicate some direc-
tions and problems for the future, as we consider the role of the
Federal Government in higher education.

And I can think of no more appropriate setting than this at
Southwest Texas State University because here studied, as Gover-
nor White observed this morning, the greatest education President
in our history, Lyndon Baines Johnson. And here 20 years ago, as
we know, that President signed into law that landmark legislation.

The passage of that le?islation in 1965 was one step, albeit a cru-
cial one, along the legislative path that reached back several dec-
ades and continues today. Too many people forget, Mr. Chairman,
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that the Federal Government has been involved 1n higher educa-
tion since the founding of the Republic.

We have a republican microplione. [Laughter and applause.]

But perhaps, more significantly in 1862, the Congress passed the
Morrill Act under which Federal lands were distributed among the
States to establish colleges for the benefit of agriculture and me-
chanic arts. During the depression, several New Deal programs,
like the National Youth Administration, the Civilian Conservation
Corps, and the Works Project Administration, though not strictly
educational, acted as funnels for Federal aid to students and teach-
ers, for building classrooms and for adult education.

And I recall, a couple of years ago, Mr. Chairman, having had
the pleasure of being in Austin with Secretary Cohen and Lady
Bird Johnson, and others, marking the 50th anniversary of the
start of the New Deal.

The G.I. bill, the most sweeping Federal education program ever
enacted, afforded millions of returning veterans, of whom 1 was
one, the means to go to college. Then came the National Defense
Education Act of 1958, under a Republican President, Mr. Eisen-
hower, with a Democratic Congress, signaling a new era in the re-
lationship of the Federal Government to the Nations’ schools, col-
leges a*.d universities, by providing Federal funds to improve the
teaching of mathematics, science, and foreign lar.guages in both
schools and universities, as well as money for college student loans,
graduate fellowships, and awards for university based research.

Then in 1963, came the next important step with the Higher
Education Facilities Act proposed by President Kennedy and
passed by Congress that year, a measure that authorized Federal
matching grants and loans for undergraduate and graduate facili-
ties construction.

These early legislative stepe set the stage for consideration of a
more comprehensive measure to suppo:t our colleges and universi-
ties and the students who attend them.

So it was that on the 12th of January, 1965, President Johnson
sent his education message to Congress, recommending Federal
programs to aid all levels of education from preschool to graduate
school. The President’s message was built around a theme of o por-
tunity and to accomplish this goal in higher education, the Presi-
dent recommended scholarships, loans, work study for students, aid
to help small struggling colleges, help for libraries, and support for
university extension services.

In the House, the administrations’ proposals, Mr. Chairman,
were referred to the Special Education Subcommittee of the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee, the subcommittee then chaired by Rep-
resentative Edith Green, Democrat of Oregon. I was a member of
that subcommittee as were Republican Albert M. Quie of Minneso-
ta, and two legislators from my new State, Democrat Hugh Carey,
and then Republican Ogden Reid of New York.

As the subcommittee and {ull committee considered the higher
education bill in the spring of 1965, controversy centered on the
scholarship and loan guarantee provisions but as finally reported,
the measure contained both initiatives.

I might here interject that the most famous alumnus of then
Southwest Texas State Teachers College, was not bashful about ex-
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pressing both through his White House staff, and, personally, his
views on legislation before our committee.

As a Senator, President Johnson had sponsored loan insurance
bills for college students. He recalled that only a timely loan had
enabled him to remain here in college in San Marcos in the late
1920’s. So he felt strongly about the issue of federally guaranteed
loans and he worked hard and successfully to persuade members of
the House Education and Labor Committee to see that light.

Of course, many of us were just as enthusiastic about the legisla-
ticn as he, and had worked, in my case, during the administrations
of Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy, for educational measures.

On the l4th of July 1965, our House committee reported a bill by
a vote of 21 to 2; the House passed it the following month on the
6th of August, by a vote of 368 to 22. The Senate moved its version
a month later, on the 2d of September, by a margin of 79 to 3, and
after a conference to work out differences, both ies approved a
final version on the 20th <{ October. Then, on the 8th of ovember,
20 years ago, President Johnson traveled here (o San Marcos, to
Southwest Texas State College, as it was then known, from which
he had 30 years before, graduated, and signed into law, the Higher
Education Act of 1965.

That measure establisl :d a new Federal charter in higher educa-
tion. All told, the act consisted of eight titles authorizing a total of
$840 million for an array of programs. The centerpiece was an edu-
cational opportunity grant available to students of exceptional fi-
nancial need in amounts up to $800. This was the first program of
scholarships for undergraduates ever passed by Congress.

The law also created a new program of federall guaranteed and
subsidized commercial loans to students from K)w- and middle-
income families. In addition, the Work Study Program, that we had
authorized thzdyear before, as part of the Anti-Poverty Program,
was transferred from the Office of Economic Opportunity to the
Office of Education in HEW, and ronsiderably expanded.

Other titles in the act authorized grants o college libraries, aid
to developing institutions, which were primarily b%ack colleges in
the South, and expansion of the 1935 construction grant programs.

Now, Mr. Chairman, you and I know that there are today some
who say that those of us in Congress, during the 1960’s and 1870’s,
did not really understand what we were doing when we wrote
these laws to support education. That is not so. Those of us who
worked in committee and on the floor, to fashion this legislation,
had clear and compelling purposes. We were confronted with evi-
dence of pressing problems for which a Federal response was both
necessary and appropriate.

First, we heard disturbing testimony that large numbers of po-
tential students were being denied access to colleges ~nd universi-
ties, not because they were not able and motivated, but simply be-
cause they could not afford to go. There was another motivation.
Colleges and universities across the country were experiencing
acute financial strains and were aﬁprehensive about risir.g enroll-
ments and the additional burdens they would pose.

The first wave of the baby boomers, you must remember, was
heading for college in the ‘93'5—75 period. Overcrowded classrooms,
inadequate libraries, deteriorating facilities, this was the scenario
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painted for us in Congress by presidents and deans of institutions
of higher learning.

A second point to emphasize about what we did in the Higher
Education Act was the clear desire on the part of those of us who
wrote it. to provide °qual treatment for both public and independ-
ent or private colleges and universities.

And certainly, Mr. Chairman, throughout the years of my service
in Congress, and I know, sir, that this is true of your views, I was a
strong champion of Federal support for both public and independ-
ent colleges and universities, and I can assure you that when we
were writing these programs into law, ecpecially student aid, we
pursued a policy of nondiscrimination in this respect.

Because we recognized then, that the existence of irdependent
colleges and universities, such as New York University, brings to
American higher education, more flexibility, diversity, and freedom
to risk and innovate than would otherwise be the case.

A third point I must underscore about the Higher E-lucation Act
of 1965, also remarked upon this morning by Governor White, was
that it enjoyed broad bipartisan backing. At every stage of the leg-
islative process, subcommittee, full commiittee, the floor of both tlhe
House and Senate, the bills thut were to become the Higher Educa-
tion Act were approved by overwhelming margins, as I have told
you. Gathering support from both Republicans and Democrats, and
when the legislation came to a final rollcall, Congress passed it by
a voice vote in the Senate, and a 5 to 1 margin in the House.

Now, the Higher Education Act of 1965, set the pattern for all
subsequent Federal support for students. What is the Federal role
today in providing student aid? Well, there are seven programs:
Pell Grants, Supple:nental Educational Opportunity Grants; Col-
lege Work Study; National Direct Student Loans; State Student In-
centive Grants; Guaranteed Student Loan.; and Auxiliary Loans.

These will help make available in the 1985-86 academic year,
over $13 billion in loans, grants, and other awards, to between one-
third and one-half of the estimated 12.5 million postsecondary stu-
dents in this country. The largest of the grant programs, the Pell
Grants, were established in 1972 by the education amendments for
undergraduates who can show financial need. Since 1973, Pell
Grants have assisted approximately 13 million students. This year,
this academic year, en estimated 2.6 million students will receive
Pell Grants ranging from $200 to $2,100, and over half these stu-
dents, Mr. Chairmen, 55 percent come from families with annual
incomes of $9,000 or less.

Other essential components of the fabric of Federal student aid
include federally insured and subsidized loan programs, the largest
of which of course is the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, which
will this year be providing $7.5 billion to over 3.2 million students.
Since its inception, the GSL Program has made loans available to
over 21 million college students.

Then we have the College Work Study Program which this year
is providing jobs to nearly 800,000 graduate and undergraduate stu-
dents from low- and middle-income families who demonstrate need.

The Incentive Grants or SSIG Program, encourage States to offer
scholarships to students. In 1972, when it started, only 27 of the 53
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States and territories had their own student aid programs; today,
all but one do.

The L..yplemental Educationai () portunity Grants and National
Direct Student Loans, the so-calledp campus- student aid pro-
grams, provide annual allocations of Federal funds to institutions
which then make awards to individual students who demonstrate
financial need.

Now, there we have a kind of constellation of Federal student fi-
nancial aid. The ‘furpose being to overcome the financial obstacles
that may dissuade or discourage students from going to college.
The result of these p has been that millions of students
have been able to atter college, university, vocational educational
institutions who, two decades ago, would not have had that oppor-
tunity.

Now, Mr. Chairman, havm? spoken of the legislative history and
philosophical underpinnin%o I“EA, and of its mrressive impact, 1
want now to consider briefly several issues that I think should re-
guire our attention as the Higher Education Act enters its third

ecade. And this of course is a fitting time for such analysis and
review, because 1985 marks the year of reauthorization of HEA
and, Mr. i you and your subcommittee colleagues have
only last month completed the first stage of drafting a bill to be
considered, I believe, next week, by the fvll Education and Labor
Committee.

The culargnt reatlxltl‘}orizatfion ::t;x the Higher Ed\lx,cati‘;m Act is
taking p in a climate of continuing opposition y the Reagan
administration to Federal support for education, and there can be
no question that Ronald Reagan has mounted a steady attack
against institutions of ] ing and culture in the United States.

They are very strong words but I make them with no trouble at
all, because they are justified by the record. In 1981, as of its
omnibus budget %ackage, the an administration made clear its
intent to reduce Federal support for higher education through sub-
stantia! reductions in the &a.l 1982-84 authorization levels for
most of the higher education .

And in every budget that the administration has submitted to
Co » it sought to cut funds for higher ecucation. Particularly
hard hit over the years of Ronald Reagan has been student finan-
cial aid pr. rams, guaranteed loans, Pell grants among them. Sup-
port for all these programs has dropped from $10.8 billivn in 1981,
to just under $8 billion in 1984, a decline in current dollars of over
25 percent.

And despite these steep reductions, the administration pro
for fiscal 1986 a higher education budget that called for a slash of
25 percent below the adjusted 1985 level. Mr. Chairman, can you
imagine what Cagl Weinberger would say if the President said,

ou2w5/e got to ?cut the DOD budget, the Defense Department budget,
Y Zo percent

The fiscal 1986 Reagan budget also urged the elimination o, all
gaduate education programs in the Department of Education.

ere are some of the proposais offered at one point or another by
the Reagan administration over the last 6 years.

To restrict access t-. Pell grants; to cap elifibility for guaranteed
student loans at various income levels; to eliminate programs de-
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signed to strengtnen academic qualities, such as nid for libraries,
international education, facilities renovation.

And of course, since his swearing in, the second Secretary of
Education of the Reagan admunistration, William Eennett, has
made a series of statements contem:ptuous of the values of a college
education.

Finally, the President has urged changes in our tax laws that
would work great damage, not only to public schools in every
school district in the United States, but to colleges and universities,
both public and private, throughout our country.

The point I'm trying to make here is a simple and straightfor-
ward one: That in its budgetary and tax postures, and in its care-
iess rhetoric, the Reagan adininistration has acted to erode the sig-
nificant gains Congress has made since Con _ress adopted the
Higher Education Act of 1965. Accordingly, I have been immensely
heartened to see in the last 5 years, strong evidence of the biparti-
san coalition in support of higher education that, Mr. Chairman, as
you know, sir, characterized my years in Congress.

At the forefront of these efforts have been the members of this
subcommittee, particularly its vigilant chairman, Congressman
Ford, who has worked tirelessly to secure adaquate support for the
programs under the f’urisdiction of the subcommittee.

I am very grateful for the leadership of the several skillful law-
makers who have taken the same posture. I think, for example, of
the distinguished ranking minority member of the Committee on
Education and Labor, Jim Jeffords of Vermont. I think, in the
other body, of another outstanding Vermonter, Senator Robert
Stafford, who chairs the subcommittee with responsibility for
higher education, also a Republican.

I think of Senator Lowell Weicker, Republican of Connecticut,
before whose subcommittee I appeared only 1° days ago, in
memory as it were in support of the Education of Handicapped
Children Act which was gom 10 years ago, and of which I was
author in the House of Representatives, as well as outstanding leg-
islators like Senator Paul Simon, Democrat of Illinois, who chaired
this subcommittee before he walked from one side of Capitol Hill to
another. These programs have had, I must insist, Mr. Chairman,
strong support from both Republicans and Democrats on Capitol
Hill, and I am pleased to urge them, and you, Mr. Chairman, to
continue your fight to secure, in the face of an indifferent or hos-
tile executive branch, adequate levels of support for American
Higher Education.

Now, I'm not, here, going to attempt a review of all 12 titles of
the Higher Education Act and the programs they authorize.
Rather, by way of conclusion, I want to touch on three areas cov-
ered by the legislation that, in my view, deserve the attention of all
those interested in the future strength of higher education.

These areas are' Student financial aid; international education;
and graduate education.

My aim here will not be to offer detailed policy descriptions, but
rather to identify certain trends and eossible problems.

As I've said, the passage of ihe iligher Education Act of 1965, the
concept of universal access assumed a central place in public policy
for higher education, and in that we said that these programs

e d
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would be made available to students who attend both public and
independent colleges and universities. We had another objective in
writing these programs, and that was choice. Access and choice are
the twin watchwords.

The result of these programs was a dramatic growtb in the num-
bers of students who were able to go to college. That picture began
to change in the early 1980's. Student aid programs are now experi-
encing severe financial strains, shifts tl;lat have serious conse-
Xuences for delivering on the promises of the Higher Education

ct.

Let me touch on some of the features in the changing landscape
of student aid.

Under the Reagan administration, the expansion of student as-
sistance has fallen. Adjusted for inflation, total student aid award-
ed in 1984-85, is almost 156 percent less than in 1980-81. By con-
trast, costs of attendance at all kinds of institutions have increused
faster than the rate of inflation while, on average, family incomes
have just about kept even.

As reported by the college board, this mix of costs, income, and
aid over the last 2 years means that unlike what can be said about
the last twc decades, college has become relatively more difficult
for famiiies to afford in the 1980's.

Another trend to emerge since the mid-1970’s, which I know is of
concern to you, Mr. Chairmen, is the increasing emphasis on loans
over grar.s. The proportion of total aid awarded in the form of
grants peaked in 1975-76 at 8V percent. In 1984-85, just under 45
percent of all aid is estimated to be in the form of granis. This sub-
stantial growth in the use of loans, primarily the guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Prngram, and the resulting rise in its funding, should, I
think, causc us all concern. Because the expension in loans may
mean less support for the Pell grants and other need-based grant
programs that are the prirci source of educational access for
lower-income students.

A sharp decline in the number of needy students receiving aid
under Federal assistance programs, has of course been a particular
problem at the Nation’s independent colleges and universities. For
example, the proportion of needy students at private institutions
receég?;ng&1 Pell grants fell from 66 percent in 1979-80 to 39 percent
in 1983-84.

The shift to borrowing among students also generates worry
about whether students are becoming overburdened with loans,
which now account for over half of the total Federal aid programs.
Heavy debt burdens may be a factor in discouraging the neediest
stud]e]:nts, especially minorities, from pursuing a college education
at all.

Alternatively, college graduates faced with large loans to repay,
may feel constrained to choose only those careers that maximize
the earning power.

And the face of higher education today is changing, too. The typi-
cal college student today is no longer the high school graduate be-
tween the ages of 18 and 22, attending classes on a full-time basis.
Part-time students represent the fastest growing ent of the
postsecondary populaticn, accounting for over 5 million students
nationwide.
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One-third of America’s univers;i’tl;,lv'l and coliege students enrolled
for degrees are over the age of 25. These shifts in the postsecondary
population present therefore another challenge. How do we insure
that individuals who can demonstrate financial need are not un-
fairly excluded from Federal aid simply because they may be older
and attending class on a less-than-full-time basis.

No'., I realize that members of your subcommitiee have been
working on these and many other difficult issues, Mr. Chairman,
over the last several months, and that these are problems that do
not admit of easy simple or immutable solutions.

The Higher Education Act articulated certain goals to which the
American people, acting through their Presidents and their elected
Representatives in Congress made a commitment. The means to
achieve those goals are and should be flexible subject to modifica-
tion and response to new information and to changing patterns in
our society.

Let me turn to the second of the three points I want to say a
word about: International educatiun.

You may recall, Mr. Chairman, that I was author, in Clcz);xgresa, of
the International Education Act of 1966, which authorized grants
for colleges and universities in the United States to support study
and research about foreign countries and cultures, and imrortant
issues in internatioual affzirs. That initiative of 19 years ago, also
ﬁrOposed ny President Lyndon Jonnsoa, and signed into law by

im, in as I recall, an airplane over Tuiluncorn University in Thai-
land is now title VI of the Higher Education Aci. Here, teo, the
present administration has demonstrated its hostility to learning.

For the past 3 years, Mr. Reagan has attempted to eliminate
Federal support for title VI, every time Congress has rejected his
attempts.

And once again, I applaud the determination of Congress, ex-
pressed again only this week through the action of your subcom-
mittee to strengthen international education. And I urge continued
support to heln cclleges and univcrsities prepare Americans for
work and life in a world that will never be narrow again.

To my third and final point, Mr. Chairman. From 1980 to 1983, I
served as a member of the bipartisan National Commission on Stu-
dent Financial Assistance. That was a Commission, Mr. Chairman,
of which you were also a meinber, composed of 12 persons, 3 ap-
pointed by President Reagan, 4 appointed by Speaker O’Neill, and
4 apPointed by Senator Strom Thurmond, the President pro tempo-
re of the Senate. I chaired, as I say, the Graduate Education Sub-
committee of that Commission.

And in December 1983, the 12 members of the Commission in-
cluding Congressmen Ford, Senator Stafford, Senator Claiborne
Pell, the distinguished Rhode Island Senator whose name is on the
Pell grants, and then Congressman Erlenborn, Republican of Ilh-
nois, all ¢f us unanimousli; “5groved our report on graduate educa-
tion, and because in March 1984, I reported before your subcoramit-

tee, Mr. Chairman, on our findings and recommendations, I'm not
going to repeat that statement now.

Our report, however, entitled “Signs of Trouble and Erosiun: A
Report on Graduate Education in America,” warned of weakness in
the Nation’s graduate school capacities, including serious shortages
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in doctoral talent, obsolete laborawories, outdated library collec-
tions, and the potential loss of a gene -ation of scholars in certain
fields in the humanities and social sciences.

My colleagues on the Commission and I made clear that support
of the graduate enterprise was the responsibility of many sectors of
our society, State governments, foundations, business, and indus-
try. But the Commission also unanimously agreed that indispensi-
ble to excellence in graduate education is the support of the Feder-
al Government.

One of the most heartening responses to our report, therefore,
wes congressional approval in 1984, for the first time, of funds for
the Natioral Graduate Fellowship Program authorized in title IX
of the Higher Education Act.

For fiscal 1985, Congress appropriated $2.5 millirn, for the Jacob
Javits National Graduate Fellows to pursue graduate studies in the
arts, humanities, and social sciences. Equally impressive, Mr.
Chairman, was the action taken by your subcommittee last month
in approving an initiative to set aside $5G million for grants for
graduate programs and students in areas of national need such as
mathematics, science, and modern foreign languages.

Once again, I express admiration at this response to the recom-
mendations of the National Commission on Student Financial As-
sistance to strengthen support for the graduate enterprise. Let me
say, finally, Mr. Chairman, that I'm confident that many of the
concerns I've expressed here this morning, are those of the mem-
bers of this subcommittee as well. For we share a common objec-
tive: To create a Federai policy that expands the opportunity for
talented motivated Americans to pursue an education of quality at
the college or university for which they may have the ability to
gain admission.

On behalf of millions of American college university students
and their parents, I reiterate, Mr. Chairman, the gratitude that all
of us owe to you and the members of this subcommittee for your
outstanding leadership in this area, for you have helped make real,
to use his words, that fierce commitment of which Lyndon Johnson
spoke 20 years ago, to the ideal of education for everyone.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. John Brademas follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF IR. JOHN BRADEMAS, FRESIDENT, NEw York UNIVERSITY

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

Mr. Chairman and me bers of the Subcommittee, 1 should like at the outset of
my testimony to extend a warm greeting to my valued friend and colleague of many
years, Lhe distinguished Chairman of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Educa-
tion, Congressman William D. Ford, and the distinguished ranking minority
Member, Congreasman E. Thomas Coleman.

Under the outstanding leadership of Chairman Ford, this Subcommittee has
become 2 powerful force for American education, and I salute you.

It is a particular deligh’ to be in the company of that remarkable and lovely
person who adds lustre to our proceedings, Lady Bird Johnson.

And I am pleased to share speakin%:rivil es today with the Acting Assistant
Sscre of Postsecondary Education, Ronald Kimberling.

May I also recognize a few friends here assembled: two former Secretaries of
Health, Education and Welfare, Wilbur Cohen and Joseph Califano; and the Presi-
dent of the American Council on Education, Robert Atwell.
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I want also to acknowledge another longtime friend and colleague who has made
important contributions to the work of this Subcommittee, the Majority Staff Direc-
tor, Dr. Thomas Wolanin.

And of course, I bring greetings to yet another companion from my days on Cap-
itol Hill, our distinguished host at San Marcos, the President of Southwest Texas
University, Robert L. Hardesty.

I am honored to have been asked to appe-r before you on the occasion of the 20th
anniversary of The Higher Education Act <f 1965.

It is, of course, a great personal pleasv-.e for me to be here because, as you know,
for the entire length of my own service in the House of Representatives-—twenty-
two years—] was a member of this Subcommittee. And if you will allow me to say
80, [ take continuing pride in having worked with some of you here today and all of
your predecessors for uver two decades to help shape the policies of our national

rnment in sup) K:trt of education and other areas of American life, including The
er Education

s many of you know, for the past four and a half years I >ave had the privilege
of serving as President of New York University, one of the fare:nost urban universi-
ties in the nation and, with 46,000 students in 14 schools and divisions, the largest
private university in the world.

For more than a century and a half, NYU has been a university of opportunity,
wellllconung immigrants and their sons and daughters. We continue that tradition
st

I must tell the Members of the Subcommittee that as a result of my experiences
on the university campus, I am even more coavinced of the wisdom of the judg-
ments you and I made twenty years s{}) in adopting legislation to expand the oppor-
tunities for a college edueatxon in the United States.

So I come before you toda weangg two hats: that of a former Member of Con-
gress and a sponsor of The Highe ucation Act of 1965 and its suhsequent reau-
thorizations, and as president of a major university who has witnessed firsthand the

r:igglea and successes of students seeking a first-class education.

low me this mo then, from the perspective of a participant, to offer a brief
history of The Higher Educatior Act and try to bring into focus the concerns and
goalstwodeeaduagoﬁtspamnts in Congress

Next I want to tify for the Suboomxmttee what | see as the major advances
that followed The Higher Education Act. The last twenty years have seen important

progresa in opening the doors of educational opportunity to all qualified aspirants,
and nderlving much of this progress have been the resources and leadership pro-
vided by *° Federal Government.

The several measures in support of education that many of you on this Subcom-
mittee, both Republicans and Democrats, and I helped write were a direct expres-
gion of our concern that an opportunity for a college education be denied no talent-
ed and motivated student because of financial need.

Today 1 see disturbing signs that the commitment that informed that approach is
being eroded. And so finally in my testimony today, I should like to indicate some
gérectlons-—and problems—for the future as we consider the Federal role in higher

ucation,

THE EVOLUTION OF A FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION

I can think of no more appropriate setting than this—Southwest Texas State Uni-
versity—to speek of the histcry and aims of The Higher Educatlon Act of 1965. For
here there studied the greatest “Education President” iz our history, Lyndon
Baines Johnson. And here, twenty years ago today, that President signed into law
that landmark legislation.

Of course, 1965 was a watershed year for many education initiatives. President
Johnson made this point when he signed the legislation we gather to commemorate.
Said the President:

“I consider The Higher Education Act—with its companion, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 . . . to be the keystones of the great, fabulous 98th

Col
E%IT; Congress did more to uplift education, more to attack disease in this coun-
and around the world and more to conquer poverty than any other session in
al American history
All my life, Mr. Chalrman, I shall be proud to have been part of that Congress
and '8 achievements. But as members of this Subcommittee know well, the sources
of legislution usually extend back many years and involve many persons, ideas and

Qo I?
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forces. Rarely, if ever, does a bill emerge full-biown from the minds of legislators in
a single session.

The of The Higher Education Act of 1965 was one—albeit crucial-—step
along a legislative path that reached back several decades and continues even today.

Too many people forget, Mr. Chairman, that the Federal Government has been
involved in higher education since the founding of the Republic. Grants of Federal
land for higher education were provided to the States throughout the nineteenth
century.

Inullg'GZ. Congrees passed the Morrill Act under which Federal lands were distrib-
uht:‘;x among the states to “establish colleges for the benefit of agriculture and me-
chanic arts.”

During the Depression, several New Deal programs, like the National Youth Ad-
ministration, the Civilian Conservation Corps and the Works Projects Administra-
tion, although not strictly educational, as funnels for Federal aid to students,
and t sachers, for construction of classrooms and for adult education.

The G.I. Bill of World War II, the most sweeping Federal education program ever
enacted,uaﬂ‘o:ded millions of returning veterans—of whom I was one-- the means to
go to college.

Each era has produced its own stimulus and rationale for the use f Federal tax
dollars to assist higher education, the need: to promote land settlement and prepare
citizens in the mechnical and agricultural nlui is; to keep students in class wiu off
the unemployment lines during economic hard times; to reward those who defended
:_he nation and ease the entrance of thousands of returning soldiers to the labor
orce,

NDEA: BEGINNINGS OF A NEW FEDERAL ROLE

In 1958 the justification for an expanded Federal role in education was a small,
184-pound sghem orbiting the ea:th once every ninety minutes. For the Soviets’
launching of the world’s first men-made satellite, Sputnik I, ox October 4. 1957,
sparked not only the beginning of a race to space but set in motion political forces
that were to alter profoundly relatior:ship of the Federal Government to the na-
tion’s schools, colleges and universities.

With the passage of the National Defense Education Act, a new Federal purpose
in education was articulated:

‘“Tt.. Cor hereby finds and declares that the security of the natitn requires
the fullest lopment of the mental resources and technical skili: -f its young
men and women. . . The national interest requires . . . that the Federal Govern-
ment gives assistance to education .or programs which are important to our nation-
al defense.” (PL 85-864, sec. 401).

The NDEA provided Federal funds to improve the teaching of mathematics, sci-
ence aud foreign in both achools and universities as well as money for
eolleg: student loans and graduate fellowships and awards for university-based re-
search.

As Lawrence Gladieux and Tom Wolanin observe in their invaluable book, “Con-
gress and the Coll " NDEA represented a quantum leap in the acceptable size
and scope of the Federal role in supplementing the states in the field of higher edu-
cation.’

I entered Congress the year following enactment of the NDEA.

The next important step in higher education legislation came with the Higher
Education l"’ucirizies Act, by President Kennedy and ruaed by Congress in
1963. This measure authorized Federal matching grants and loans for underyradu-
ate and gradua‘e facilities construction.

Duw the early 1960s, amended ti:e NDEA three times—in 1961, 1963
and 1964. We increased the NDEA loan and graduate scholarship funds and expand-
ed the original defense related focus to include the humanities and social sciences.

These early, tentative and incremental legislative steps set the stage for consider-
ation of a more comprehensive measure to support the nation’s colleges and univer-
sities and the students who attended them.

ENACTMENT OF THR HEA

On January 12, 1965, President Johnson sent Congress his Education Message,
recommending Federal programs to aid all levels of education, from pre-school to
graduate. The President's message was built around the theme of opportunity:
;El:/ery child must be encouraged to get as much education as he has the ability to
take.’
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To accomplish this goal in higher education, President Johnson recommended
scholarshipe, loans and work-study for students; aid to help small, struggling col-
leges; assistance to libraries; and support for university extension services.

In the House, the Administration’s proposals were referred to the Subcommitttee
on Special Education of the Education and Labor Committee. The Subcommittee
was then chaired by Representative Edith Green, Democrat of on. | was a
member of the Subcommittee as were Republican Albert M. Quie of Minnesota and
two legislators from my new state, Democrat Hugh Carey and Republican Ogden
Reid of New York.

The Subcommirtee and full Committee considered The Higher Education Bill in
the spring of 1965. Controversy centered on the scholarship and loan guarantee pro-
vigions, but as finally reported, the measure contained both initiatives.

I might interject here that the most famous alumnus of Southwest Texas State
Teachers College was not bashful about expressing, both through his White House
staff and personally, his views on legislation before our Committee. As a Senator,
President Johnson had sponsored loan insurance bills for college students; only a
timely loan had enabled him tc remain here in San Marcos in the late 19208 He
therefore felt strongly about the issue of Federally guaranteed loans and worked
hard-—and successfully—to persuade members of the House Education and Labor
Committee to see the light.

Many of us, of course, were just as enthusiastic about the legislation as he and
had worked, in my case, during the Administrations of Presidents Eisenhower and
Kennedy, for educational measures.

On July 14, 1965, our House Committee reported The Higher Education Bill (H.R.
ggg’_l)zgy a vote of 21-2. The House passed it on August 6 by an overwhelming vote,

The Senate moved its version 2 month later on September 2 by an equally impres-
sive margin, 79-3. After a conference to work out differences, both bodies upproved
a final version on October 20.

On November 8, President Johnson travelled to San Marcos, to Southwest Texas
State College, as it was then known, from which he had graduated thirty years
before, and signed into law The Higt.er Education Act of 1965.

THE PROVISIONS OF HEA

The measure Lyndon Johnson si -4 that day, twenty years ago, established a
new Federal charter in higher edu._.ion. With the enactment of HEA, Congress
took on important new responsibilities.

All told, the Act consisted of eight titles authorizing a total of $840 million for an
array of programs.

The centerpiece was an ‘“Educational Opportunity Grant” available to students of
“exceptional financial need” in amounts up to $800 This was the first program of
scholarships to undergraduates ever passed by Congress.

The Act also created a new program ot Federally-guaranteed and subsidized com-
mercial loans to students from low and middle income families.

In addition, the work-study program authorized the year before in the an(t)iﬁ[over-
ty bill was transferred from the Office of Economic Opportunity to the Office of
Education in HEW and considerably expanded.

Other titles in the Act authorized grants to college libraries; aid to ‘“developing
institutions” (primarily black colleges in the South); and expansion of the 1963 con-
struction grant program. The Act also provided matching grants to states for estab-
lishing community service programs in colleges and universities as well as a new
national Teacher Corps antf teacher fellowships to attract new teachers to serve in
impoverished areas and to help colleges improve teacher training.

CONGRESSIONAL INTENT

“An Act to strengthen the educational resources of our colleges and universities
and to provide financial assistance for siudents in postsecondary and higher educa:
tion. Be it enacted by the Senute and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965.”

If The National Defense Education Act of 1953 represented a transition to a new
Federal role in higher education, The Higher Education Act of 1965 was the matu-
ration of that role. The 1965 Act was clearly distinguished from what had gone
before by the ;:fe of the programs it initiated and by the depth of Federal commit-
ment it expre:
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P.oreover, the rationale for that commitment was embedded ‘n a new national
gval—the broadening of access to higher education through aid to students.

Todagdthen are some who say that those of us in Congress during the 1960s and
1970s did not really understand what we were doing when we wrote the laws to sup-
port education. Not so.

We who worked in committee and on the floor to fashion this legislation had clear
and compelling objectives. For we were confronted with evidence of pressing prob-
lems for which a Federal response was both necessary and appropriate.

First, we heard disturbing testimony that h;ge numbers of potential students
were being denied access to colleges and universities, not because they were not able
or not interested but simply because they could not afford to go.

In May 1965, 27 million students graduated from high school in the United
States, but only about half (1.4 million) went on to college. The other 1.3 million
"’1':'”’“"?3 the Special Ed Subco the Secretary of Health

tunm::s ore i ucation mmittee, "
Education Welfare, Anthony J. Celebrezze, estimated that unless student aid
opportunities were expanded, approximately 100,000 able high school graduates
each year would not go to college.

The Eigher Education Act was therefore a direct expression of the concern of
President Johnson and Members of Congress that an opportunity for a college edu-
cation not be foreclosed because of lack of funds.

Another motivation prompted our efforts. Colleges and universities across the
country were experiencing acute financial strains and were apprehensive about
rising enrollments and the additional burden they would vose. The first wave of the
baby boomers, must remember, was heading for college in the period 1965-75.
Overcrowdedel?-urwml. te libraries, deteriorating facilities—this was the
;cenqrio painted for Congress presidents and deans of institutions of higher

earning.

It was estimated in 1965 that, 1970, coll would have to be prepared to
absorb an increase in enrollments of 50 percent. We in Congress, theretore, decided
to provide support for the classrooms and libraries and equipment needed by col-
leges and universities if they were to meet the Nation’s imperatives and expecta-
tions.

A second point to emphasize about the deliberations mmm’l'he Higher Edu-
cation Act was the clear desire on the part of its framers to ide equal treatment
for public and private educational institutions.

Certainly throughout the 1 served in Congrees, I was a strong champion of
Federal support for both public and independent colleges and universities.

And I can assure you that when we in Congress were writing these Federal stu-
dent financial programs into law, we pursued a policy of nondiscrimination between
the public and private sectors of higher learning. For we recoguized then that the
existence of i.nde'rndant colleges and universities to American higher educa-
tion more flexibility, diversity and freedom to risk and innovate than would be the
case without them.

In crafting student aid programs, therefore, we were careful to ensure that—to
revert to my native state—students receiving such assistance could use it to study
not only at Indiana and Purdue Univermities but at Notre Dame, Saint Mary's
Goshen and De Pauw as well.

A third point I must underscore about The Higher Education Act of 1965 was that
it enjoyed broad bipartisan backing

At every of the legislative in Subcommittee, full Committee, and
on the floor of the House and te, the bills that were to become The Higher
Education Act were a Sy overwhelming margins, gathering support from

both Republicans and emocrats. When the legislation came to a final roll call, Con-
gress passed it by voice vote in the Senate ard a five-to-one margin in the House.

Indeed, despite the reach and im; of the legislation and the legacy of contro-
versy surrounding Federal aid to education, passage of HEA, was for a number of

reasons, surprisingly easy.

First, I would Pozlt to the commitment and skill of Lyndon Johnson, a remarka-
ble political force in his own right and, after the landsli!:1964 election, able to win
the suppor: of substantial rities in Congress.

Second, two previous locks to Federal support of education, race and reli-

ion, had disa by 1965, largely overcome h the Civil Rights Act and
ﬁ:ﬂymthemdof uaEld:d“ﬁot’i‘o::lt.oppon ity proved rful impet
uca unity p a powe impetus.
Such an objective called for a new and expandod Federal role in higher education,
one that by 196€ had clearly attained widespread support among legislators.

|1
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THE GROWTH IN THE FEDERAL ROIE

The Higher Education Act of 1965—with its Educational Opportunity Grants, its
Federally insured stvdent loans (which would evolve into to&y's Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program) and its continuation of the Cullege Work-Study program—set
the pattern for all subsequent Federal support to students.

Ancther milestone in Federal student assistance was The Higher Education
Amendments of 1972, in the ic> of which many people here today, including
the Chairman of this Subcommittee, i om Wolanin, and me were also involved.

That legislation established the Basic Educational Ogggrtunity Grant Program
(BEOG) now called l?e‘“lrl'gmts in honor of the distinguished Senator who sponsorad
them, to provide a fi tion of grant support to needy students; and a program of
Sup;lementnl Educational Opportunity Grants to assist further these students. The
1972 Amendments also sought to create a Federal/state partnership in enco i
access to postsecon educetion by establishing the State Student Incentive (SSIG)
program, which supplies Federal matching funds to states for use in student aid

ts

grants.

In 1976 Congrees intended and strengthened the Federal student aid programs of
1965 and 1972. The Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 refined the crite-
ria used to determine eligibility for Federal assistance with the purpose of making
the Guarantsed Student program accesgible to those middle-income families
who were more and more finding higher education beyond their financial means.

The 1980 Education Amendments introduced a new loan program for the parents
of :!’:penq;nt students, the PLUS program, and authorized a schedule of increased
student aid.

Throughout the 1980s Congress has been reviewing Federal student ai¢ programs
in order to ensure their effectiveness and, where possible, lower cos’s as part of an
overall effort to reduce the Federal budget deficit. While Congress has maintained
the basic structure of Federal student aid—and fought to keep support at adequate
levels—some adjustments have been made in both eligibility criteria and adminis-
trative regulations.

Of course, this gr The Higher Education Act is due to be reauthorized, which
task, I know, has boen the focus of your efforts over the past several months. Before
commenting on several issues to emerge in the reauthorization debate and on future
directions of Federal higher education policy, allow me briefly to review current
programs and their contribution to the goals of The Higher Education Act of 1965.

Let me begin by noting the several dimensions of Federal support for higher edu-
cation. They include—

(1) Student financial assistance;

2 to increase access of certain students; and

(3) Specific programs to address particular needs, such as aid for libraries. college
housing and construction, internatioral education, graduate study, and science in-
struction for minorities.

(4) In addition to these programs, the Federal government, provides—through the
Departments of Defense, culture, Transportation, Ene and agencies such as
the National Institutes of Health and the Natioral Science Foundation—the largest
share of research dollars to colleges and universities.

(5) A fifth area where the Federal government has a major impact on higher edu-
cation is the tax code. Like other nonprofit, charitable organizations, colleges and
universities benefit from many incentives built into our tax structure. In like fash-
ion, institutions of learning can also be severely damaged if such incentives are with-
drawn or radically weakened.

I should like in my testimony today to focus on the first three of these areas of
Federal involvement because they fal within the sphere of The Higher Education
Act, and draw particular attention to student aid, its centerpiece.

THE SUCCESS OF STUDENT AID

What is the role of the Federal government today in providing aid to students?

Together seven p! —Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity
Grants, College Work-Study, National Direct Student Loans, State Student Incen-
tive Grants, geuaranteed Student Loans and Auxiliary Loans—will help make avail-
able in the 1985-86 academic year over $13 billion in loans, grants and other awards
to between one-third and one-half of the estimated 12.5 million postsecondary stu-
dents in the United States.

Largest of the grant programs, the Pell Grants, were established by the Education
Amendments of 1972 for undergraduates who can show financial need.
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Since 1973, Pell Grants have assisted approximately 18 million students. In the
1985-86 academic year, an estimated 2.6 million students will receive Pell Grants
ranging from $200 to $2,100. Over half these students—55 percent—come from fami-
lies with annual incomes of $9,000 or under.

Other essential components of the fabric of Federal student aid include:

Federally insured and subsidized loan é:mgmm The largest of these, Guaranteed
Student Loans, will provide nearly $7.5 billion to over 3.2 million students in 1985~
86. Since its inception in The Higher Education Act of 1965, the GSL program has
made loans available to over 21 million college students.

College Work.St:‘dK. This p helps students work their way through college.
In 1985-86, CWS will provide jobs to an estimated 788,000 graduat. and undergradu-
ate students from low and middle-income families who demonstrate need.

Incentive Grants (SSIG) to encourage states to offer scholarshipe to students. In
1972, when SSIG was started, only 27 of the 58 states and territories had their own
student aid pgymms; today 47 do.

Supplemen EducatiomPortunity Grants (SEOG) and National Direct Stu-
dent (NDSL), the ed ‘“‘campus-based” student aid tgrograzna Colleges
and universities receive annual allocations of Federal funds for these programs; the
institutions then make awards to individual students who demonstrate financial
n .

The primary goal of this constellation of Federal student aid programs is to over-
come tﬁe financial obstacles that may dissuade or prevent students from pursuing
postsecondary education. There has “een enco ing evidence that student aid is
effective and that millions of students have been able to attend colleges, universities
and vocational institutions who twenty mu ago would not have had the chance.

Seven years after the passage of the of 1965, I supported the creation of a
National Commission on Financing Postsecondary Educatioa. The Commission, on
which I served, undertook the task of devising an analytical framework within
which legislators, university leaders and others responsible for making golicy to fi-
nance higher education could more carefully and systematically consider options
and alternatives.

The report our Commission produced in 1973, entitled, “Financing Postsecondary
Education in the United States,” concluded that it would not be possible to ensure
access and equit‘w;lin postsecondary opportunity without the assistance of the Feder-
al government. ing our case for continued and strengthened Federal support
of higher education, meml of the Commission concluded:

“Therefore, the Federal role, in large part, has been to give direct and indiruct
encouragement to the training of persons witl;:ﬂ:iﬁc skills that one believes to be
in short supply nationally, to atbe::‘ft to equalize educational assets acroes state
lines, and to provide support that will assist private institutions that serve impor-
tant educationsl objectives.”

Yet another seven passed and in 1980 Congress created the National Com-
mission on Student Financial Assistance to examine Federal student aid ‘programs
and report to Congress and the President on them. By appointment of Speaker
O’Neill, I was pleased also to serve on this Commission, and was Chairman of its
Graduate Education Subcommittee. ]

In one of its final reports, our bipartisan 12-member Commission rendered this
unanimous verdic.

“The studies whic:. the Commission has conducted show clearly that the amount
of Federal student assistance has resulted in significant progress towarde the goal of
providing access to postsecondary education for all students . . .”

But, concluded the Commission, “. . . (M)ore needs to be done.”

THR HI” HER EDUCATIO*v ACT—TWENTY YEARS LATER

Since 1965 The Higher Education Act has been the principle legislative vehicle for
providing Federal financial aid to postsecondary students and institutions.

TheoAct curtently cg'xj\swts of 12 titles aan.:l provitli!esltglée 5_sst«‘t;tuwgy authoritngcér
over 40 postsecon ucation programs. During the academic year, -
eral spending for:lllﬁ'lEA programs is expected to exceed $8.7 billion, with about 90
percent of this amount—$8.2 billion—accounted for by the student financial aid pro-
grams authorized under Title IV. .

The other titles authorize support for of coutinuing education (Title I); college and
research libraries (Title II); aid for developing institutions (Title II); teacher train-
ing (Title V); international education (Title VI); facilities construction and renova-
tion (title VID); cooperative education (Title VIII); graduate education (Title IX); post-
secondary improvement projects (Title X); and urban universities (Title XI).
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As articulated in the current structure of The Higher Education Act, the Federal
rzle in American postsecondary ed ‘ation revolves around four major policy
themes:

First, equality of educational opportunity for students, encouraged through an
array of student aid programs that emphasize educational access for low and middle
income gtudents.

nd, a measure of student choice among postsecondary educational institutions
through student aid requirements that take into account cost differences among in-
stitutions;

Third, support for the concept of diversity among America’s postsecondary educa-
tional institutions, through pmgram eligibility criteria that permit participation by
both independent and public colleges and universities; and

Fourth, the meeting of certain special educational needs through a number of cat-
eiorical assistance programs targeted to such areas as adult continuing education,
libraries, and international education.

Having reviewed the legislative history and philosophical underpinnings of HEA
and s‘;:fen of its impressive impact, I should like now to consider briefly several
issues that I believe require our attention as The Higher Education Act enters its
third decade.

This, of course, is a most fitting time for such analysis and review since 1985
marks a reauthorization year for HEA and, Mr. Chairman, you and your subcom-
mittee coll es have only last month completed the first stage of crafting a bill to
be consid by the full Education and Labor Committee next week.

Certainly, members of this Subcommittee, having just been through the rigors of
examining, title by title, The Higher Education Act, are much more qualified than I
to address areas of specific chnnﬁe. I have, for the last five years, not had the oppor-
tunity to grappel with ell of the issues in the sustained and rigorous manner
would if I were part of & legislative body daily called upon to make decisions and
cast votes.

From the perspective of a university President, however, and as someone still
deeply interested in issues of education policy, I would offer the following oleerva-
tions.

FEDERAL BUDGET PRESSURE

The current reauthorization of the HEA is taking place in a climate of continuing
opposition by the Reagan Administration to Federal support for education. There
can be no question that President Reagan has mounted a steady attack against in-
stitutions of learning and culture in the United States,

These are strong words but justified by the record.

In 1981, as part of its omnibus budget package, the Reagan Administration made
ckar its intention to reduce Federal support for hifher education through signifi.
cant reductions in the fiscal 1982-84 authorization levels for most HEA programs.

In each budget it has submitted to Congress, the Administration has sought to cut
funds for higher education.

Particularly hard hit has been stadent financial aid, such as Guaranteed Student
Loans, Pell Grants and College Work Study. Support for 2ll these programs hes
dropped from $10.8 billion in 1981 to $7.9 billion in 1984, a decline in current dollars
of mor : than 25 percent

Despite these steep reductions, the Administiation proposed a higher education
})udﬁet for fiscal 1986 that called for a slash of 25 percent below the adjusted 1985
evel.

The fiscal 1986 Reagan budget also urged the elimination of all graduate educa-
tion programs in the Department of Education

Among the lproposals offered at one point or another by the Reagan Administra-
tion over the last six years have been these: to restrict acess to Pell Grants; to cap
eligibility for Guaranteed Student Loans at various income levels; to eliminate
about a dozen programs desigued to strengthen academic quality such as aid for li-
braries, international education and facilities renovation.

Since his swearing in, the second Secretary of Education in the Reagan Adminis-
tration, William Bennett, has made numerous statements contemptuous of the
values of a college education. He has accused colleges and universities of “ripping
off”’ students; he has said students are preoccupied with cars, stereos and vacations
at the beach.

He has charged that 13,000 students from families with incomes exceeding
$100,000 were receiving guaranteed loans; representations—that, as you weli know,
Mr. Chairman—were demonstrated to be false.

\(o 23

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




19

Finally, President Reagan has urged changes in our tax laws that would work
great damage not only to public achools but to colleges and universities, both public
and private, throughout tae United States.

The point 1 am trying to make here is simple and straightforward: that in its
budgetary and tax postures, and in its careless rhetoric, the Reagan Administration
has acted to erode the significant gains made since Congress adopted The Higher
Education Act of 1965.

I have been heartened, therefore, to see in the past five years strong evidence of
the bipartisan coalition in capport of higher aducation that characterized my days
1 CODCM

mporuntilthatMembeuofCongm—bothRopuhlmmundDemo-
crats—have rejected the Adminstration’s proposals for sharp cutbacks in student
aid and for elimination of important higher sducation programs.
At the forefront cf these efforts have been the members of this Subcommittee,
particularly its vigilant Chairman, Congresaman Ford, who has worked tirelessly to
enmmndequatemppoﬂforthommunderthegun.dxctmnoﬂheﬁubwmmw

Anot.herdediatedadmtaol education, of course, is the ranking minori-
tymanborofthoEdueationand Committee, Jim Jeffords. And his fellow
VemonmontheSemtando,RobartStnffmd.conﬁnuumthatbodytourrythe
ﬂ?oforeoﬂegumdunimﬂumdtholtudmhwhomadﬂnem

as [ am deeply grateful for the outstanding leadership of these skillful lawmak-
ers, I urge them—and you, Mr. Chairman—to continue your fight to secure in the
face of an indifferent or hostile Executive Branch leveh of su

The Higher Education Act was born in a spirit of bipartisanship; Congress must
nurture and enhance that spirit.

I shall not here attempt a review of all twelve Titles of The r Education Act

(and the programs m“thonn)lnmdlmtwhxghhgh areas covered
by the legulat:on w I believe require parucnlar attention.
Those areas student financial aid; international education and graduste edu-

cation.
My aim here i not to offer detailed policy prescriptions but rather to ident.fy cer-
tain trends and possible problems.

THE FUTURE OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID

As I have said, with the passage of The Higher Education Act of 1965, the concept
of universal access agsumed a central place in public policy for higher education.
The result was a dramatic growth in program to help students and vheir families
meet the costs of college

Over thelanttwodecadeul"‘ederal financial aid to students has become by far the
largest contributor to student aid—almost 8/ percent. of total assistance now comes
through Federal programs—and an incresstngly importan' dimension of college fi-
nance.

That picture began to change in the early 1980s. Student ajd programs are experi-
encing severe financial strains and shifts that have serious consequences for deliver-
mﬁn the promises of Ti.2 Higher Education Act.

t me review some of the features in the changing landscape of student aid.

Under the Reagan Administration, the expansion of student assistance has come
to an end. Financial aid to posuecondary nudents fell precipitously in the years
1381-88 and has only stabilived since then. In 1984 mgpmxunataly $18 billion in
aid to students will be awarded from all sourcee—Federal, State and institutional—
about the same as 1981—82.

Of course, a realistic port-ayal of trends in student aid must allow for inflation,
which has seriously e the purchasing power of the dollar over the last two dec-
ades. dmstod for inflation, total studeui aid awarded in 1984-85 is almost 15 per-
cent less than in 1980-81. By contrast, costs of attendance at all types of institutions
have increased futer than the rate of inflation while family incomes, on average,
have just about ke

As reported by eCollegeBoard thumxxofcosm.moomeandmdoverthelfut
two years means that, unlike what can be said about the last two decades, co
has become relatively more difficult for families to afford in the 1980s.

Anothertmndtnemergenncethomi&l%&hthemcmdngempbmm loans

ts. The proportion of iotal aid awarded in the form of grants peiked in
1975— 6 at 80 percent. In 1984-85, just under 45 percent of all aid is estimated to be
in the form of grants.
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T! .5 substantial growth in the use of loans, primarily the GSL prolgram and the

resulting rise in its funding, should in my view cause us all concern. For the exten-

sion in loans may mean less support for Pell grants and other need-based grant pro-

glmn that are the principal sources of educational access for lower income stu-
nts

A sharp decline in the number of needy students receiving aid under Federal as-
sistance programs has been a particular problem at the nation’s independent col-
leges and universities. For example, the proegortion of needy students at private in-
stitutions receiving Pell grants fell from percent in 1379-80 to 39 percent in

1983-84,
The shift to bo ing among students also generates worry about whether stu-
dents are becoming ned with loans, which now account for over half (52%)

the dollar volume of all Federal aid programs. Heavy debt burdens may be a factor
in di ing the neediest students, particularly minorities, from pursuing a col-
lege education. Alternatively, college graduates faced with large loans to repay may
feel constrained to choose only those careers that maxiinize their ing power.

The fact of higher education is changing, too. The typical collge student today is
no lo: the high school graduate between the 18 and 22 attending classes
on a full-time basis. Part-time students represent fastest growing segment of the
postsecondary population, accounting for over 5 million students nationwide. One-
third 19f25 An':lghriea a'hm‘ college m university d:trn;denmﬁmlled for dcsgreelt are h(;ver ht:le
age of 25. These shifts in postsecon Po) on present another chai-
lenge: how do we ensure that individuals who can demonstrate financial need are
now unfairly excluded from Federsl aid promﬂu simply because they ma: be older
and attending class on & less than full-time basis?

I realize that the members of this Subcommittee have been working on thuee—
and many other—difficult issues over the past several months. They do not admit of
eaﬁ, simply or immutable solutions.

1e er tl;'l‘duc“axht;;o:txh Act Par::.ils:lnated %ertal in to which the .“\::wrican
people, acting thro eir idents and e representatives in Congress,

e a commit:nent. The means to achieve those goals are and should be flexible,
subject to modi‘ication in response t: rew information and to changing patterns in
our society.

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

Some of Kou may recall that I was the author in Congress of the International
Education Act of 1966 which authorized grants to coll and universities to sup-
port study and research about foreign countries and cultures and important 1ssues
In international affairs. For I believed then and I believe now that the people of the
United States, in whose Lands, for better or for worse, lies much of the respunsibil-
ity for building a peaceful and stable world, must do a far better job than we have
been doing of earmng about the peoples who gulate other parts of this planet.

That initiative of 1 ago, also Tgro President Johnson und signed
into law by him, is now *:‘tle Vicf the The Higher Education Act.

Here, too, the present Administration has shown its hostility to education. For the
Est threee years Mr. Reagan has tried to eliminate Federal suport for Title VT,

ch time Congrees has fended off his attempts. .

Again, I applaud the Congressional determination, exgressed again only this
month through the action of this Subcommittee, to strenthen international educa-
tion, and I urge continued support to help colleges and universities prepare Ameri-
cans for work and life in a world that wxd never be narrow again.

GRADUATE EDUCATION

I noted earlier that from 1980-83 I served on the bipartisan National Commission
on Student Financial Assistance, and chaired its Graduate Education Subcommittee.
The members of that Commission, I remind you, were appointed, four each, by
President Reagan, House Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr,, and The President Pro
Tem of the Senate, Strom Thurmond.

In December 1988 the Commission issued a report on graduate education which
enjoyed the unanimous support of its members—among them, Congressmen Ford
and Erlenborn and Senutors Pell and Stafford. .

In fact, in mtimon'i before this Subcommittee in Washington, D.C., on March 19,
1984, I reported un the findings and recommendations of the Commission. Given
that earlier appearance, I shall not here go into detail.

Our report, entitled, “Signa of Trouble and Erosion: A Report on Graduate Educa-
tion in America,” warned of weakness in the nation’s graduate capacities, including
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serious sho in doctoral talent, obe>lete laboratories and outdated library col-
lections, and the potential loss of a generation of scholars 1n certain fields in the
humanities and social sciences.

My colleagues on the Commission and I made clear 1n our report that support of
the graduate enterprise was the responsibility of many sectors of our society: state
governments, foundations and business and industry. But the Commission also
agreed—unanihiously—that indispensable to excellence in graduate education is the
m&)lort of the Federal government.

e of the most heartening responses to our report was Con ional approvel in
1984, for the first time, of funds for the National Graduate Fellowship program au-
thorized ir Title IX of The Higher Education Act.

For fiscal year 1985, Congrees appropriated $2.5 million for the Jacob Javits Na-
tional Graduate Fellows to pursue graduate studies in the arts, humanities and
social sciences.

What has been the response of the Administration to this bipartisan Con-
gressional initiative? The Reagan budget for fiscal 1986 called for the elimination of
all graduate education programs in the De ent of Education and for the rescis-
sion of all funds for the National Graduate Fellows program.

In my view, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reagan simply does not seem to understand that
when he attacks education at the graduate as well as undergraduate levels, he is
really attacking our prospects for a strong and growing and competitive economy
fon andlihe is attacking onr capacity for a powerful and effective foreign and de-
ense policy.

Once more, 1 ev.?reas admiration at the response of both Republicans and Demo-

crats in Congress for rejecting the Reagan cuts in graduate research and training.
Equally impressive, Mr. Chairman, was the action taken by this Subcommittee
last moath in a ing an initiative proposed by Co man Coleman to set

aside $50 million for grants to graduate programs and students in areas of “national
need” such as mathematics, science and foreign languages.

Indeed, the National Commission on Student Financial Aid urged increased sup-
port for financial aid for graduate rtudents as well as for the deteriorating “infra-
structure” of graduate research—libraries, laboratories, and equipment.

Let me say finally, Mr. Chairman, that I am confident that mang of the concerns
I have here expressed are the concerns of the Membars of this Subcommittee as
well. For we share, I am confident, a common objective—to create & Federal pelicy
that expands the opportunity for talented, motivated Americans to pursue an educa-
tion of quality at the college or university for which they have the ability to gain
admission. Access and choice are the t#in watchwords. .

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of millions of American college and university students
and their parents, I reiterate the gratitude that all of us owe to you and the other
members of this Subcommittee for your outstanding leadership in this area.

You have helped made real that “fierce commitment” of which Lyndon Johnson
spoke twenty years ago, “the ideal of education for everyone.”

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Dr. Brademas.

Now, Dr. Ronald Kimberling, Acting Assistant Secretary for
Postsecondary Education of the U.S. Degartment of Education.

You don’t have a prepared statement?

Dr. KiMB2RLING. Yes, I do have a prepared statement.

Mr. Forp. Without objection, we'll place that in the record. You
may add to it, supﬁl:ment it or comment on it in any way you feel
most comfortable, Ron.

STATEMENT OF DR. C. RONALD KIMBERLING, ACTING ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF EDUCATION

Dr. KIMBERLING. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will
rxl;%ceed to speak from my statement with the usual amount of ad-
ibbing.

I do very deeply appreciate this opportunity to participate in the
com:nemoration of the 20th anniversary of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, and as Dr. Brademas had indicated that he comes
before you today wearing essentially two hats, I would point out

26"




22

that I also wear two hats. The representative of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education but also as a member of the baby boomer gen-
:hraticértl that was the primary intended beneficiary generation of

e act.

I matriculated into college in the year 1967, not very long after
the passage of the act, and in fact the Federally Insured Student
Loan Program of the act helped, in part, to cover the cost of my
own college education. Since my parents were high school dropouts
and I grew up in a lower working class family, I very deegly appre-
ciate the advantages and the opportunities that were rded to
me under this program.

And I also want to assure you, Mr. Chairman, that I'm making
current payments on my student loans.

Well, the title of this morning’s hearing was ‘“Two Perspectives,”
and I believe that we probably will hear two perspectives but I do
want to make it ciear from the outset, Mr. Chairman, and friends
and educators, and countrymen, that I come to praise the Higher
Education Act, not to bury it.

Many of you here today at this commemoration were involved in
the passage of this historic legislation. This legislation has helped
millions of young people to obtain a higher education. I think when
we examine the impact of this legislation, and we examine what it
did to help solidify the concept of a Federal role in higher educa-
tion, to bring together some 1deas that have been outlined as Dr.
Brademas enumerated in his historical chronology, as well as some
new concepts, that we probably for the first time developed a con-
cept of the Federal role that remains with us today, and that
indeed I think reflects the views not only of the bipartisan Mem-
bers of Congress, but in terms of the conception of the Federal role
of President and of the executive branch.

When the Higher Education Act was being drafted, Federal pol-
icymakers did face a world considerably different from that which
we see today. In 1965, the baby boomers were beginning to swell
college enrollments. We look at the period from 1965 to 1975, total
enrollments had increased by 108 percent.

This tremendous increase in enrollments had already strained
the capacity of our colleges and universities, and the future, from
the vantage poir:t of 1965, promised even more growth and created
even greater demand on facilities and persounnel.

Today, we are in an era of stable and some warn of perhaps de-
clining enrollment. We're faced with the challenges that come from
maintaining, and not necessarily expanding higher education.

Along with the i’ .rease in enrollmenis in 1965, came a renewed
understanding o. the need for an educated society. Other nations -
had outpaced the United States; they had taken the lead in several
critical areas, and as we have mentioned on several occasions over
the past 2 days, the Soviet oneupmanship in education was brought
to the forefront with the sputnik launching in 1957. This was still
very much fresh in our minds in 1965. .

In 1965, the economy was robust. With a total deficit of only $323
billion, by today’s standards, a drop in the bucket, unemployment
was only 4.4 percent; the prime rate was a mere 4.5 percent and
hoine mortgages and interest rates on them were below 6 percent.
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The American people and the Corgress were in a very generous
mood. Although one can point out the uniqueness of the ties, there
are also some striking similarities. The bill report accompanying
the original Higher Education Act, for example, cites numerous
factors that are similar to our current environment. The 1965
report language cites the need for the student assistance programs
as unquestionably current and dramatic.

The report points out that the cost of higher education had in-
creased perceptively from year to year, and in that report, there’s
the statement, “There is everv indication that this spiral will con-
tinue.”

Certainly, it has. Anyone familiar with the current climate
should recognize that this concern remains with us. In the same
vein, the bill report points out that:

Recent studies show conclusively that the burgeoning costs of higher education

have already priced baccalaureates and graduate degrees compietely out of the
market for millions of young Americans.

I don’t believe that sounds like 71d news.

The committee also observed that an alarming proportion of this
Naticn’s colleges and universities are not offering an education of
an adequately high standard. I think thet sounds familiar. There
was also concern expressed in 1965, as now, over the serious short-
age of trained and educated persons in many areas, particularly in
technology. We didn’t have the microchip being manufactured at
that time; we didn’t have the quartz crystal technclogy, a number
of other new technologies, and yet, one could read repeated refer-
ence to the critical shortages in highly skilled professional and
technical workers in the hearing record and in the words of the
committee members.

These shortages in 1965, as now, pose a serious threat to an ex-
panding and viable economy, we well as to our military capability.
The Higher Education Act of 1965 was an attempt to address these
and other concerns. I think there are many measures of its success.
L -qely as a result of the assistance available through the Higher
E .cation Act, our postsecondary student population grew from
around 5 million students in 1965, to over 12 million in 1985. Ap-
proximately 100 million student assistance awards have been made
to students over these past 20 years.

The amount of fun£ made available to students under the act
has increased from $200 million apprepriated in the original 1965
act to an estimated $14 billion made available under the current
appropriation. That is a seveniy-fold increase in 20 years. And by
comparison, the consumer price index for the same period has only
increased threefold.

Approximately one-half of all postsecondary siudents, some 6
million students, are receiving now some forin of federally financed
student assistance, compared to fewer than 7 percent receiving as-
sistance uncer the National Defensc Education Act, the predeces-
sor act.

More than half of the Nation’s high school graduates go on to
attend some form of postsecondary education. This is the largest
percentage rate of participation in postsecondary education among
industrialized nations. The authors of this legislation—and I am
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pleased to be sitting with two of them—probably never anticipated
that their work would result in having a universe of nearly 8,000
postsecondary institutions participating in the rrograms under the
act, with nearly 13,000 lenders providing loan capital guaranteed
by agencies in every State.

Although Federal funding has m-reased, the Federal role re-
mains one which, as I said earlier, was and continues to be as de-
scribed in 1965. That description called for the Federal Govern-
ment, and I'm again quoting:

To be a partner and act a boes 1n .neeting responsibilities to the vecple The finai

decision, the last responsibility, the ultimate control must and always will rest with
the local communities.

These were the words of President Johason upon thi signing of
the Higher Education Act here in this very location 1 Texas 20
years ago. It is a measure of the wisdom of the drafters of this leg-
islation that the sentim‘ nts surrounding the act are echoed even
(210 years later by an adminisiration headed by a Republican Presi-

ent.

While we are here to commemorate the role which the Federal
Government has played, we must also point out that our partners
in the educational enterprise have not let us down. Over the past
two decades, State and local support to higher education has in-
creased fivefold. Over the same period, private gifts and gran.s to
higher education have also increased approximately fourfold. As
we continue in our efforts to stay within the bounds of this senti-
ment of Federal support without control, I would like to restate
what I believe should be the primary focus of our efforts.

These are the primary boundary lines of what I believe to be the
appropriate Federal role in higher education. First and foremost,
the Federal Government must to continue to insure access and op-
portunity for postsecondary education for our citizenry. Every
qualified individual should be able to obtain, with assistance, some
form of higher education. It has taken 20 years to reach the point
of guaranteed access. I don’t believe any of us intend to retreat
from this accomplishment.

Second, Federal funding for basic research in higher education
should also continue. Such support has been, and continues to be
an important mission of several Federal afencies including the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the National Institutes of Health, and
the National Aeronautics and Space Admiristration. Even though
the preponderance of research funding does not fall within the
scope of the Higher Education Act, this is a very very important
basic historical and long-lived aspect of the Federal role which
should not go without mention.

Third, the Federal Government has historically provided funding
for a variety of institutions] support and incentive programs. These
programs have been d-signed to address critical needs which our
Nation's colleges and universities have faced. Among the institu-
tions which continuc: to face the gravest sorts of problems, are this
country’s historically black colleges and universities. We will con-
tinae to support these institutions and other institutions as they at-
tempt to meet the challenges before them and progress toward self-
sufficiency.

«

23




25

I would note one of the legacies of the administration of which I
am a part, was the passage in 1983 of the New Endowment Grant
Program, which also, as is the history of the Higher Education Act,
enjoyed great bipartisan support in the Congress. This program
provides matching grants under title III of the act for institutions
with little or no endowment to begin to build the kind of endow-
ments that will enable them to stave off the wolf at the door, and
to save up for a rainy day and to provide for a long-lasting basis of
bedrock financial support.

This small program, which began with only $7 million of funding
in 1984, Mr. Chairman, has grown to $23 million program this
year, and we continue to strongly advocate its grow:h and its sup-
port for the higher education enterprise.

Fourth, the Federal Government has taken an important leader-
ship role in fostering international education exchange. The U.S.
Department of Education funds approximately 1 percent of the ex-
changes in the international area. But the exchanges that are
funded principally through the U.S. Informatior Agency, the
Agency for International Development, and other agencies and
which are authorized under other legislation, have resulted in in-
creased understanding among nations, and enhanced the ability of
our colleges and universities to educate in a world which has
shrunk to the relative size of a global village.

Finally, the Federal Government has a responsibility to measure
and assess the impact of our educational system. Through research
and statistical studies, we must keep track of the health of the edu-
cational svetem in order to prevent any deterioration of the qualit;y
of education and in order to provide the kind of information that’s
critically needed for higher education planners, and higher educa-
tion leaders.

Of particular interest to me, as I reviewed the 1965 bill reports
and tgg floor debates were the consistent references to quality, and
the acknovledgment that addressing only the issue of quantity,
without also addressing the issue of quality, would be an empty vic-
tory indeed. And I am quoting from the report language again,
which states:

This incredible lack of quality in American higher education must not be lightly
regarded. Building hundreds of colleges and developing thousands of teachers is a
futile exercise if this new quantity is not accompanied by quality. The whole pur-

pose of encouraging young people to study further is destroyed if the colleges which
they attend are not of sufficient caliber to offzr them a higher education.

I think a concern for quality continues to be perhaps our :reatest
challenge, and we have an opportunity with the flattening enroll-
ment and the decline of the baby-boom generation. I think, to do
something about it. Secretary Bennett, speaking before the Ameri-
can Courril on Education, recently stated that quality of the prod-
uct, quality of the education received, this is the issue. In recent
years, we {ave concentrated on the quantity of higher education,
we may speak proudly of ti.» number cf our universities, the
number of their programs, and the number of students to whom
they are accessible.

’I?}'w Census Bureau has recently told us that in terms of the
numbers of Americans receiving high school and college diplomas,
we are the mcst educated people in the world. Let’s make sure we
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are also the best educated in the world. Well, unlike the situation
when the original Higher Education Act was drafted, we are not
new facing immediate problems of quantity. We are still facing
problens of access, problems of informatior, problems of cost, but
we are not confronted with burgeoning enrollments or a lack of
basic facilities.

This grovides us with an important and historic opportunity to
fuifill the promise of the original Higher Education Act, that our
students not only have access to postsecondary education, but
access to a meaningful quality education. The Higher Education
Act set in place a mechanism for Federal support to higher educa-
tion which, for the most part, provides for indirect support to insti-
tutions of higher education, which, I think, is one of the brilliant
strokes in this act.

This indirect support to institutions in the forit: of student finan-
cial aid, has strengthened our decentralized system of higher edu-
cation, while providing access in choice to students throughout the
Nation. At a recent conference on educational reform held in
Japan, I heard firsthand how admired our educational system is
throughout the world. We heard from Covernor ‘\Vhite this morn-
ing that Japan is the sputnik of the present age.

ut having recently returned from Japan, I would say that in
the area of higher education, Japan is eager and indeed willing, to
look toward America, as they looked toward America for the
models that have led to their significant developments in elementa-
ry and secondary education in the postwar environment.

There are many problems with Japanese higher education, prob-
lems of financing, problems of access, problems of tne highly com-
petitive atinosphere of the student entra.ice examinations and a
syndrome that can only be described as a let-down lethargy follow-
ing entrance into the university. There are problems of profession-
al m ement and administration of Japanese institutions of
higher :iucation.

e faculty governance is admirable by our standards, but it
does not admit into the Japanese system of higher education the
class of professional administrators that in many cases and in
many ways, particularly with declining enrollments, has helped
our colleges and uaiversities get through some very tough times.
There are also problems of the exposure of Japanese students in
their system to the kind of academic freedom and the engagement
of dial among faculty members who differ over methodological
approaches to their disciplines.

eir strict, hierarchical arrangement, their faculties allow for
the predominance of one method over another within the same dis-
cipline. And 8o the Japanese, in many ways, Mr. Chairman, are
looking toward the decentralized American system, the system that
promotes choice for the student through the student aid programs,
and which allows a greater amount of engagement on serious aca-
demic issues in our system.

I must say that not only the Japanese, but also the European
delegates to this conference were highly complimentar; of our
system of assisting higher education instituticns by empowering
students with the gift of individualized choice through our various
student aid programs.
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In the years ahead, we face a ~hallenge in America of building
on these accomplishments and ensuring the contir.ued strength of
our educational system, and as a result, our Nation.

b I thank you for this opportunity to be part of this historic cele-
ration.

[The prepared statement of C. Ronald Kimberling follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF C. RONALD KIMBERLING

I appreciate this opportunity to participate in this commemoration of the twenti-
eth anniversary of the Higher Education Act of 1965. Manmf you here today were
involved in the passage of this historic legislation, which helped millions of young
people, including me to obtain a higher education. Thank you.

Iahowanttoammyou,Mr.Chairman,thatl’mmskingmgularlyacheduled
pa ts on my FISL loans!

theHigherEdmﬁonActwubeingdmﬁed.Foderalgggli makers faced a
world far different from that which we see today. Back in 1965, baby boomers
were already beginning to swell college enrollments. Between 1956 and 19685, enroli-
ments had incressed by 108%. This tremendous increase in enroliments had already
nrainedthoeapthyofoureulhgumduniveniﬁu.mﬁ:tmpmmiaedmn
more growth and created even greater demand on facilities and personnel. Today,
wemin.unmofmb.i.fnotdeclining. t.Wemheed_withthochal-

1965.theeeonommmbult,withatotaldeﬁdtofonlymzwlion.which
by todays standards, unfortunately, is & drop in the bucket. Unemployment was
only 4.4%, the prime rate was a mere 4.5%, and home mortgages had interest rates
i the Congrees were in a generous mood.
one can point out of uniquenees of the times, the similaritier: are also
striking. bill report accompanying the Higher Education Act of 1965 cited nu-
merous similarities to our current environment. ]
lycsmmnhngtmciwtheneedforthesundentm&ognmsn
unquestionably (quote) “current and dramatic”’. The report points cut that the cost
of higher education had i perceptively from year to year and states (quote)
“thenhmindie.ﬁonthntthotpirdwﬂieonﬁnm".hyonefamiﬁnwithtbo
budget d this concern. In the same vein,

administration’s pmrouh should recognize
the report points out that (quote) “recent studies show conclusively that the bur-
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ning costs of higher education have already priced baccalaureates and uate
egroes eoml]()'letely out of the market for millions of young Americans”. that
sound like old news?

The committoe also observed that an “alarming proportion of this nation’s col-
leges and universities are not offering education of an adequately high standard.”
Sound familiar?

There was also concern expressed, then as now, over the serious shortage of
trained, educated persons in many areas, particularly, tachnology. At the time, one
could read repeated reference to critical shortages in highly skilled professional,
and technical workers. These shortages posed a serious threat to an expanding and
viable economy, as well as our military capability. Sound familiar?

The Higher Education Act of 1965 was an attempt to address these and other con-
cerns. There are many measures of its success.

Largely as a result of the assistance available through ti,c Hifher Education Act,
our postsecondary student population grew from around five million in 1965 to over
twelve million in 1985.

Almost 100 million student assistancy awards have been made to students over
these past twenty years.

The amount Jf funds made available to students under this act has increased
from $200 million in 1965 to an estimated $14 billion in 1985. That's a 70 fold in-
crease in twen Lunl('l’heComumerPrioe Index for the same period has only
increased three fold by comparison). .

Approximately one half of all postsecondary student: are now receiving some
form of federally financed student assistance, com to less than seven percent
receiving assistance under the National Defense Fducation Act.
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Over one half of the Nation’s High school graduates go on to attend some form of
postsecondary education.

The authors of this legislati~n probably never anticipated that their work would
result in having nearly 8,000 pestsecondary institutions participating in the pro-

under the Act, with nearl - 13.000 lenders providing loan capital guaranteed
agencies in every state.

Although the federal funding has increased, the federal role remains one which
was and continues to be as it was described in 1965. That description called for the
Federal Government “'to be a partner, not a bc.s in meeting . . . reponsibilities to
the people . . . the final decision, the last responsibility, the ultimate control, must,
and will always rest with the local communities.” These were the words of Presi-
dent Johnson upon the signing of the Higher Education Act here in Texas twenty

years ago.

It is a measure of the wisdom of the drafters of this legislation that the senti-
ments surrounding the act are echoed over twenty years later by an administration
headed by a Republican president.

While we are here to commemorate the role which the Federal government has
layed, we must point out that cur partners in the educational enterprise have not
et us down. Over the past two Jdecades, State and local support to higher education

increased five fold. Over the same period, private gifts and grants to higher educa-
tion also increased approximately four fold.

As we continue in our efforts to stay within the bounds of this sentiment of Feder-
al support without control, I would like to restate what I believe should be the focus
of Jur efforts.

First, the Federal government must continue tc ensure access and opportunity for
postsecondary education for our citizenry. Every qualified individual should be able
to obtain some form of higher education. It has taken twenty years to reach the
point of access, and we do not intead to retreat from this accomplishment.

Second, Federal funding for basic research institutions of higher education should
continue. Such support has been and continues to be an important mission of sever-
al Federal agencies including the National Science Foundation, the National Insti-
tutes of Health, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Third, the Federal government has historically provided funding for a variety of
institutional hgrpon and incentive programs. These programs have been designed to
address critical needt which our nation's colleges and universities have faced.
Among the institutions which continue to face the gravest problems are this coun-
try’s historically Black colleges and universities. We will continue to support these
and other institutions as they progress toward self-eufﬁciencly.

Fourth, the Federal government has taken an important leadership role in foster-
ing international education exchange. These exchanges principally funded by
United States Information Agency and the Agency for International Development
have resulted in increased understanding among nations and enhanced the ability
of our colleges and universities to educate in a world which has shrunk to the rela-
tive size of a “global village”.

Finally, the Federal government has a responsibility t» measure and assess the
impact of our educational system. Through research and statistical surveys, we
must keep track of the health of the education system in this country to prevent
any deterioration of the quality of education, and to provide critical information to
educators, policymakers and planners.

Of particular interest to me as I reviewed the 1965 bill reports and floor debates
were the consistent references to qualify and the acknowledgement that addressing
only the issue of quantimmout ity would be an empty victory. The report
language, again, states “This in ble lack of quality in American higher educa-
tion must not be lightly ed . . . Building hundreds of colleges and developing
thousands of teachers is a futile exercise if this new quantity is not accompanied by
quality. The whole purpose of encouraﬁing young people to study further is de-
stroyzd if the colleges which they attend are not sufficient caliber to offer them a
higher education”. A concern for quality continues to be our greatest challenge. Sec-
retary Bennett, speaking before the American Council 0:. Education recently, stated
that “Quality of the product—quality of the education received—this is the igsue. In
recent years we have concentrated on the quality of the higher education; we may
now s proudly of the number of our universities; the number of their programa,
and the number of students to whom they are accessible. The Census Bureau has
recently told us that, in terms of the numbers of Americans receiving high school
and college diplomas, we are the most educated people in the world. Let’s make sure
we are also the best educated in the world.”
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Recently, at an international conference on educational quality held in Japan, |
had the opportunity to hear first-hand what othe: thought of the American system
of higher education. Not only the Japanese, but many European delegates as well,
were highly complimentary of our system of assisting higher education institutions
by empowering students with the gift of individualized choice through our various
student aid p X

Unlike the situation when the original Act was drafted, we are not now facing
problems of quantit;—we are not confronting b ning enrollments or a lack of
basic facilities. This provides us with an extraordinary or “ortuzity to fulfill the
promise of the Higher Education Act—that our students 1.0t ouly have access to
postsecondary education, but to a quality education.

The Higher Education Act set in place a mechanism for Federal support to higher
education which, for the most part, provides for indirect support to institutions of
higher education. This indirect support to institutions—in the form of student finan-
cial aid—has strezgthened our decentralized system of higher education while pro-
viding access and choice to students.

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Secretary Kimberhng, for a very fine, posi-
tive statement.

We have just about 4 minutes, according to my schedule here.
Joha, would you like to add anything?

Mr. Brapemas. Well, I also want to compliment the Secre on
his statement. But knowing me, Mr. Chairman, you won’t mind if I
take his statement as an opportunity to attempt, obviously not di-
recting myself to bim, personally, but to draw some attention to
some of the disparities between the goals that he articulated with
great eloquence and which I've made clear I share, and the policies
of the administration with which he is presently afflicted.

First of all, he talked about the importance of assuring access to
every qualiﬁed student to some form of higher education. The
phrase “some form” troubles me because I find that it may not be
on all fours with another phrase that he spoke later, with the
second of which I am completely in agreement, that we must seek
to assure both access and choice.

And one of the concerns that, Mr. Chairman, members, I believe,
of your committee and certainly many of us in the university world
have had is that, if there is a continued drive on the part of the
administration for sharp reductions in student financial assistance,
that can have the effect of denying talented qualified young men
aud women, and older men and women, for that matter, the choice
of which the Secretary and I both agree is important.

A second ioal that he spoke of for the Federal Government is
basic research, and I strongly agree with him there. But I am con-
cerred, Mr. Chairman, that if you look at the budgets of this ad-
ministration, most of the increases in su;:rort for university-based
research are not to be found in NIH—and I was making a speech
in New York last night on this subject so it is very fresh in my
mind, indeed, it has been, again, Republicars in Congress who have
insisted over the objection of the administration, on more funds for
research awards funded through the National Institutes of
Health—but rather, the increases in rescarch and development
moneys in this administration’s budgets have come in the Depart-
ment ol Defense.

So that, in effect, if you want to go for more research, why you'd
better give a call at the Pentagon.

A third observation he made had to do with the increase in funds
that the administration has made, if I understand him right, in
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moneys for historically black colleges, and I applaud that. Howev-
er, as he indicated, I believe the amount of money in the current
budget is $23 mi!lion? Was that what he said?

Dr. KiMBERLIN%. Well, if I could jump in?

Mr. BRADEMAS. Please.

Dr. KivBERLING. It’s $23 million for the endowment grant pro-
grz]aml.lil‘he historically black colleges received $45.7 million under
title III.

Mr. BRaADEMAS. Thank you.

Vorty-five and 23, something like .hat, in all candor, that is a
drop in the bucket. It doesn’t amount to much. Just not very much
money in the entire universe of problems that confront higher edu-
cation.

1 have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, that fo~ my university, which
has a very low per<capita student endowment, probably one-fif-
teenth that of Harvard, let’s say, I have to raise $1 million a week.
That is a Iot of money to raise, but that’s what I have to go out and
seek to generate and we've been doing that at my university.

But I only mentior that to give you some idea of relative
amounts of money.

Then, the Secre spoke, and I was pleased to hear him say it,
of the importance of the Federal role in supporting international
educational exchange. Having said that I sponsored the Interna-
tional Education Act of 1966, it must be obvious that I am deeply
devoted to that purpose, and, in fact, I believe that one of the rea-
sons that the United States has had such terrible problems in the

conduct of its foreign policy under both Republican and Democratic’

Presidents, has been that we were no: adequately equipped with
men and women sophisticated and knowledgeable about other cul-
tures and peoples of the world. John King Fairbank, the distin-
guished authority at Harvard on China, made a speech some 20
years ago, maybe not quite that many years ago, in which he said
that, at that point when the United States began to become deeply
involved in Vietnam, we did not have six senior scholars in thi
country who knew the lan e and culture of that people.

And involvement with Vietnam, of course, tore our country apart
for some time, cost us billions of dollars in treasure, and of course,
the lives of thcusands of men. The problems that we went through
in Iran, I believe, in the hostage crisis, are in part also to be as-
cribed—and there was a President of my party in the White House
at the time—to our lack of appreciation that the key figures in
making decisions in that country were not the governmental offi-
cials but were the religious leaders.

In writing the Graduate Education Report of the National Com-
mission on Student Financial Assistance, my colleagues and I
talked to Secretary Weinberger, and to two former directors of the
Central Intelligence Agency, Stansfield Turner and William Colby,
and all three of them spoke of the deficiencies in our country in
lack of knowledge about other countries of the world, particularly
where we had profound foreign policy interests, and 1 will say,
though I disagree with hi;n on many matters, that Secretary Wein-
berger has been eloquent in his sugport for international educa-
tion. My colleagues from my former State of Indiana, Senator Rich-
ard Lugar, Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, Republi-
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can, and Congressman Lee Hamilton, Democrat of Indiana, have
both sponsored legislation to provide more support for training of
American authorities in Soviet and Eastern European affairs.

The President of the United States is shortly to sit down with
Mr. Gorbachev. With no disrespect to the President, I hope that he
is well-equip for those meetings. I hope that his counselors are
well-equipped. I'm not sure, and therefore, when I hear Secretary
Kimberling say that he supports international educational ex-
change, I applaud him, but I have to call to his attention that this
administration has regeatedl attempted to kill or cripple pro-
grams for the—the Fulbright Exchange Programs, other foreign ex-
change programs, and it was only as a consequence of rallying on
university campuses across this country that both Republicans and
‘Ii)emocrats in Congress joined to block the most savage of these re-

uctions.

I do not see any great support, other than rhetorical, from the
administration when it comes to expanding our efforts in these
areas.

Then the Secretary spoke of the iinportance of research. I ho
the Secretary will observe that I was listening carefully to what he
had to say. Now, as you know, Mr. Chairman, and forgive the self-
reference, but as you know, I was the author of the National Insti-
tute of Education, in 1972, as I recall, we wrote it into the Omnibus
Education Amendments of that year.

That legislation was a consequence of a recommendation made
by a Republican President, President Nixon, on the advice of Sena-
tor Moynihan, who was then a member of Mr. Nixon's White
House staff, to create an entity in our national Government that
would give particular attention to research in education. Here we
spend all this money on education, but, as the Secretary has indi-
cated, we need to know better what we are getting for that money.

I agree with him on that. And many of us in Congress writing
legislation were often frustrated, you'’ll recall, Mr. Chairman, when
we tried to get out of the university community thoughtful intelli-
gent evidence and analysis to help us with the problems we were
wrestling with and we thought the National Institute of Education
would help us do that. And I still think it was a wise i lea. But
under administrations of both parties, we have not do.e a very
good job of supporting that.

I salute Terrel Bell, President Reagan’s first Secretary of Educa-
tion, for J)rotecting the NIE against the efforts of the far right—to
be candid about it—to seize it and make it an instrument of ’Farti-
san political warfare. That is not what it is supposed to be. These
are not supposed to be partisan entities; they are supposed to serve
the purposes and causes of education.

Now, we are observing a restructuring in the Department of
Education of the research function led by my old friend, Chester
Fynn. I'm not clear on what is happening. I notice that Sven
Groennings, the director of FIPSE, which Congressman Quie, Re-
publican of Minnesota, and { also helped put together, the Founda-
:_io:d for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education, has been
ired.

And I know that the chairman of the FIPSE advisory committee,
a Republican Lieutenant Governor from Vermont, is deeply dis-
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tressed at what he fears, as do other members of the FIPSE coun-
cil, most of whom are Republicans, fear an effort to politicize this
very modest effort. It’s only about $12 million a year, to help sup-
port innovation, new ideas and quality in higher education.

Finally, I want to applaud what Mr. Kimberling said about the
importance of the Federal Government supporting quality. I totally
agree and if you read our Graduate Education Report you will see
that a com.nitment to quality runs throughout that document. And
I have talked to Secretary Bennett. I know he’s concerned about
quality. But I must say, it's very difficult to ensure first class
teachers, first clase laboratories, first class facilities, and first class
students without money. [Applause.]

I didn’t know my mother was here this morning. [Laughter.]

And so I simply want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I applaud the
commitments that the Secretary has eloquently articulated. I am
confident that he feels that way about it. I share those commit-
ments and I hope very much that he will raise his voice within the
department that he serves to work with Republicans and Demo-
cratstsin Congress to provide support to make real those commit-
ments,

The final statement I shall mak2, Mr. Chairman, is that in the
last 20 years, after the departure of President Johnson, that initia-
tives to support education in our country did not come from the
White House. They came from both Democrats and Republicans in
the Congress of the United States, and though I have been away
from the Hill for 5 years, now, I am all the more grateful that we
do not have in this country a parliamentary system where the leg-
islators have to do what the exscutive branch tells them.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [Applause.]

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Dr. Brademas. I would like to observe, for
the record, because you mention in your primary statement, and
again in your second comments, the importance of graduate educa-
tion, that I had introduced in the last Congress a Graduate Educa-
tion Act. I did not reintroduce it this time because we were going
to be about the business of reauthorization, but Tom Coleman, the
ranking Republican on this committee, did introduce a Graduate
Ecucation Act, and you’ll be pleased to know that when he present-
ed that to us for inclusion in reauthorization. he gave every indica-
tion that he had relied very strongly on the wc -k of the Commis-
sion and the subcommittee that you chaired in drafting the legisla-
tion.

We took all of Tom Coleman’s Graduate Education Act and in-
corporated it into the reauthorization, which does indeed, we think,
move us in a direction of greater emphasis on this concern. And we
have probably in real dollars lost on a percentage basis more in
graduate education in the last 10 years than we have generally.
And there is great concern, particularly at a time when we are
being told that we do not have people being adequate(liy prepared to
be the teachers in our colleges and universities, and, indeed, o»
high schools and grade schools, that graduate programs in institu-
ticns across the country be beefed up—that, indeed, is an initiative
coming from: Congress, and not coming from your party or mine,
but from the other party. I know that I speak for both of us, John.
You and I have been very partisan in various aspects of legislating,
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but would you agree with me that, unlike the other kinds of issues
that the Education and Labor Committee has dealt with over the
f'earc that, when it comes to defining and outlining, and, in fact,
egislatively reimplementing Federal policy with respect to higher
education, for almost all of the last 20 years, every significant
effort that has succeeded has been a bipartisan effort?

Mr. RrapEmas. Absolutely right, Mr. Chairman. And 1 hope we
can move that point of view from Capitol Hill, where it again
reigns, toward the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue.

Mr. Forp. Well, I am very much encouraged by hearing from the
Secretary this morning that we are going to have somebody to talk
to

Mr. BRADEMAS. { agree with you.

Mr. Forp. I want to tell you, for the record, that I very much
regpect the obvious grasp you have of the problems we have been
trying to grapple with. I wish they had allowed you to articulate
these thoughts to us earlier on because it would have relieved some
of the pressure on my ulcer to know that there was somebody over
tnere that knew what was going on.

And I say that with no disrespect to any one over there, includ-
ing the Secretary, but it has been a long time since we have heard
the kind of positive declarations that we have heard from you this
morning, and we cannot be anything but very very grateful. And I
hope I don’t get you in any trouble by saying that. [Laughter.]

;J l}}og, would you like to make any further comment in response to
ohn’

Dr. KiMBERLING. Yes. Thank you and thank you for your kind
words, Mr. Chairman.

It is difficult to load up the plate with as many items as presi-
dent Brademas has done in a short period of time, so I'll try to talk
fast to this educated audience.

No. 1, money. The United States, the last estimates I saw, spends
about 6.9 percent of its gross national product on education at all
levels. That compares with about 5.5 percent of the GNP invest-
ment that Japan makes; we are ahead of the Soviet Union; we are
ahead of Great Britain, France, many of the other industrialized
1ations of the world in terms of the percent of GNP that we spend
n education and I for one would applaud our commitment 1o edu-
cation in terms of that figure.

Sometimes we all too often, however, look at money only from
the Federal perspective, a.d one figure that stands in my mind is
that, if you look back to 1981-82, education at all levels was being
funded at $195 billion in this country. For the current academic
year, that figure is $260 billion or greater than a 30-percent in-
crease in 4 years.

Largely, I think we can look to the increases in State support
which I would argue have in part helped to fill the plate but also
the fact that we have a lower inflation rate which was just abso-
lutely devastating education in the late 1970’s. The increase of 30
percent in total education expenditures over the last 4 years at all
levels is ahead of the inflation rate for those past 4 years. So I
think that v-e are in a climate where education is making some

progress.
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In terms of what we can continue to do at the Federal level to
look at some of the cost factors, I weuld just like to restate a
phrase from my old boss, Ted Bell, who once described the GSL
program as a snake that was swallowing its own tail. The costs in
the GSL program are not necessarily directly related to the volume
of loans that are put out there for students, and I think the work
that you and your colleagues have done in the reconciliation pack-
age, taking a look at areas where over a period of 3 years some
$800 million in cost savings can be achieved without Jjeopardizing
access to loans and total loan volume is the %ind of thinEf;xg that
we are all going to have to be doing over the next couple of years
with the deficit problem that we have got.

And those kinds of savings can be put to good use, either for
other educational programs or to do its share with ihe deficit prob-
lem. But certainly when we are speaking of the total Federal ap-
gro riations for education, when one considers that with a current

udget of more than $i8 billion, and in the Department of Educa-
tion, for fiscal year 1985, $3.8 billion alc.e was spent on the GSL
program, I think anything we can do creatively without damaging
the basic structure of the program to provide access to loans, but
that nevertheless would allow us to achieve some reductions in the
subsidy costs is a healthy thing to be doing.

In terms of the public private colleges concern, I would simgly
say that my phrase “some form” was not intended to draw a is-
tinction between public and private coll , but more to speak to
the issue of the proprietary occupational and vocational sector of
education that really came into play with the 1972 amendments,
and some form in my mind relates o students’ own choices about
whether they wish to seek a more traditional form of education,
higher education, but whether they wish to seek postsecondary oc-
cupational and vocational training opportunities.

I do not, personally, however, think that the original purpose of
the act, nor the current purpose of the act would have been to pro-
vide for the entire cost of education at public or private colleges,
regardless of what their own pricing structures may be. I believe
that the pu of the act is to provide a part of the cost of in-
struction and to have the aid targeted to the most needy students,
particularly gift aid.

I have heard one of my friends in the higher education communi-
ty argue that student loan and student grant and work study ap-
propriations ought to meet the fuli costs of instruction at private
colleges, and I have studied and taught at both rublic and private
colleges, as well as the 2-year sector. And I would simply say that
that is kind of like an M.D. saKing that Medicare appropriations
Oug(})lt to rise to meet whatever the doctor wants ‘o charge.

I think there is a genuine dynamic tension and a synergistic
relationship between cost-containment and appropriations levels
that we should not appropriate up to whatever the costs are unless
responsible higher education leaders can show us that those costs
are justified and that they are leading to something.

ith respect to some of the other issues that Dr. Brademas
raised, I think we need to look a little bit more broadly at the ad-
ministration’s role in international education. We have supported
the language programs that are financed under the Education for
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Economic Security Act of 1984; our National Advisury Repqrt put

out a study entitled “Critical Needs in Foreign Languages” in Feb-
ruary of 1983, with 14 specific policy recommendations.

We would agree very much with the sentiment of what Dr. Bra-
demas was expressing about the need for individuals in the United
States with better foreign language skills, with a greater under-
standing of the world community. When one looks at the higher
education community’s involvement in that, I think one has to look
now some 27 years after the passage of the National Defense Edu-
cation Act, at a set of fairly mature programs in foreign language
and area studies.

And many of the leaders on college campuses and in our centers
and the language de ments are concerned about attracting
younger people into foreign language and area studies. I think
there is a critical need, and it was identified in our own advisory
board’s report in 1983, for an emphasis upon teaching and learning
in the secondary school environment.

My own academic background in rhetoric, linguistics, and litera-
ture leads me to think that language learning occurs better for an
individual if the individual studies a foreign language earlier in
life. There is a greater natural aptitude for foreign language learn-
ing. So I think that, as we have traditionally supported the role of
higher education in foreign laénfuages, that we ought to look—and
we have looked through the Education for Economic Security Act
and other vehicles, at the situation at secondary level.

And I would argue that these kinds of reports, as well as the fact
that the fiscalUyear 1986 budget submitted for the Fulbright Pro-
grams in tne USIA by the President, included a request for a 20-
pe-cent increase in funding, are more than mere rhetorical support
for international education.

With respect to the research role in NIE, I probably don’t have
time to go into the details of what amounts to a bureaucratic reor-
ganization. Checker Fynn, I think, like many of us, is concerned
with the traditional bureaucratic blockage, if you will, between the
research end and the statistics end of the Department.

I think certainly on a university campus, from the vantage point
of a president, one often wrings one’s hands see’ng how faculties
and disciplines that ought to be talking to each other, don't, tries
to think of creative ways to bring them together. So under the
Office of Educational Research and Improvement, we are looking
for ways to improve the linkages within our agency between the
research function and the statistics function.

And we are equally concerned with disseminating the results of
research that has already been done, so that we don’t have scholars
merely talking to each other within the scholarly community, but
that a number of the studies that have already been completed,
particularly in effective elementary and secondary education, make
their way into the hands of local school board members and par-
ents and the classroom teachers.

Our emphasis, therefore, in the short-term research field will
likely be upon the dissemination of what is already known about
how to create an effective educational environment.

That pretty much I think exhausts mi; list, Mr. Chairman, and,
again, | am very pleased to be a part of this celebration.
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Mr. Forp. Thank you. You just used an expression in responding
and I reacted the same s Dr. Brademas did to your suggestion, the
use of the language that I guess affects us because of 1he earlier
statements by the Secretary and the President; I don’t know who
started saying it first, but it got a lot of attention in the country.

Then, in exti)laining that you didn’t think that really meant that
there was a distinction between public and private, you said you
didn’t think that we had ever had a policy of paying the full cost of
anyone going to a private inst.t:tinn,

would agree with you.

But under what circumstances with the programs can a person
obtain enough Federal firancial assistance to pay the full cost of
education in a public institution? At any institutica’

Dr. KiMBerLING. Well, I think tkre probably are instances in ex-
tremely low-cost public institutions for commuting students where,
in some cases, grants and Federal loans do support the student
completaly.

Mr. Forp. But that is if you assume that the costs of commuting
don’t reflect the actual cost of education for the student.

But there is no combination of programs that I can think of read-
ily that you can put together so that there is no individual or
family responsibility to pay a part of the cost of the education, as
it’s computed. We can only compute according to the assumptions
that are made about what those costs might be.

The difficulty I think that comes is that the Secretary talked one
time about 13,000 young people from families having incomes of
$100,000 or more who were having their way paid through college.
That left the imprassion on the A <. ican people that people they
i:(qnsidered to be 1ather well off, were getting ¢ free ride of some

ind.

Now, laying asid the fact that we haven’t been able to find very
much of any kind of help going to people from those families, the
most concern has bezn raised over the the fact that people speak-
ing for the administration thought that these Federal programs
paid for somebody’s way, it has caused problems for me in this
way, that people say we're hard-working people and the best we
can get is 50 percent of what it is going to cost to keep our son or
daughter at Michigan State this year.

How do these people get the whole thing paid for? And I have to
say, I don’t know of anyone who gets the whole thing paid for. And
I think it would be helpful if you cculd convey that to the Secre-
tary, the fact that if he makes the distirction you make in the way
thet you made it, it will be very helpul in having people under-
stand. There are a lot of Americans who, as a result of just thes
comnments during this year, have the impression that we are not
quite leveling with them about the aid available to their children,
because they want to know what kind of a peculiar lifestyle they
have to have to get the full free ride that people are talking about.

I'm sorry to say that the President has repeated this so frequent-
ly that I think he really believes, not being too familiar with the
programs, that indeed, we sort of pick up some people and pay
their whole way, and they might as well go to school as be doing
comething that takes a little bit more effort because it’s easier and
it dnean’t eost unvthing
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And I have difficulty finding students who can really get through
school with Federal aid without a tremendous amount of effort in
varying degrees, of course, depending on the ability of the family to
help them.

But it does require both family and individual participation and
effort at the present time. When the budget came up, you'll recall
the people who prepared the budget suggested that Pell grant re-
cipients should come forward with I think it was $800 of their own
money, without realizing that the Pell grant formula already as-
sesses a family contribution expectation against that student and
their family, and so it beceme a form of double taxation. I think
the Secretary was a little taken aback that members of neither
party on the commiitee were at all sympathetic with that idea be-
cause to him, it seemed at that time, and I hope he doesn’t still feel
that way, that $800 wasn't a big effort from the student.

But that’s $800 on top of the effort that we've already taken into
account and that kind of misunderstanding earlier this year has
contributed to some confusion cn the part of people trying to evalu-
ate the authorization process.

I would invite you to work further with us so that we can clear
up these items of confusion.

Had we had the kind of testimony we had from you today, earli-
er in this frocess, ou have no idea how much better Mr. Coleman
and I would have n sleeping in the last few months. You have
made the :nost positive and articualate statements that I ha\e heard
emanating from anyoue since Ted Bell left town.

And Ted genc.rally had to tell us that quietly. [Laughter.]

But I hatfe despaired that this was going to be forthcoming, ard
I'm going to spend as much time as I can, when I get back, making
sure that my Republican members understand that you are think-
ing like they are. You sound like the Republican members of my
committee, very frankly, virtually all of them, not all of them, but
virtuglly the majority clearly.

Ard I am personally very pleased—I can’t emphasize too much,
how pleased I am to have you representing the administration with
your comments here today.

Did you have anythinﬁ else you wanted to say, John?

Mr. BraDEMAS. No, I only want to say, I want to associate
myself, Mr. Chairman, with your remarks to Mr. Kimberling, and
saﬁl’m heartened also by what he’s had to say.

r. KIMBERLING. Well, Mr. Chairman and President Brademas,
my statement was cleared. [Laughter and applause ]

Mr. Forp. I would like—there are a number f students here
today—and I would like to clear up one or two little items. First of
all, you might be wondering why I'm lucky enough to have these
two very attractive women sitting here with me.

I would observe, John, that when the first act was passed, there
was a femzle chairman, but no female profeszionel staff members
on tne committee. Now, 20 years later, we have a male chairman
and the females are writing the legislation.

On my right is the minority staff professional here today repre-
senting the Republicans, Rose DiNapoli, and on my left, Kristin
Gilbert, who represents ti.e majority. As you could see, they were
telling me what was going on all Auring the hearing, and that’s the
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way it works. People who have spent time in Washington know
that we make the speeches and they write the legislation.

So if you really want something very badly in the act, my sugges-
tion is that you find one of them before we leave. But I would like
to observe, also, John, that I see a former majority staff director of
this committee back in the back of the room, and I see the minori-
ty staff director from the last reauthorization, Bill Clohan. For the
benefit of the students, they were poor but honest students not too
long before that.

lThey] are now both very wealthy Washington lawyers. [Ap-
plause.

Mr. Forp. So you see, there is some benefit in pursuing educa-
tiow. even beyond school.

With that, we’'ll recess until—oh, pardon me.

I would Iike to call up Mr. Tom Swan, president of the U.S. Stu-
dent Association, re .esenting almost every university in the
Nation, and Mr. Ruo Patterson, president of Associated Student
Government at Southwest Texas.

Are they still here? I'm sorry. I almost let that one get away
from me.

] ][]The] prepared statements of Rob Patterson and Tom Swan
ollow:

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RoB PATTEKRSON

Congressman Ford, on behalf of the student body of Southwest Texas State, I
would like to welcome you and all of our honored guests here today. We are vex?,'
proud to be conducting this 20th anniversary even on our campus. Standing wit
me is Tom Swan, President of the United States Student Association. Together we
have prepared a resolution that we would like to present to you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ToM SWAN

Before we preser.c this resolution on behalf of students across the countr , Cecilia
Har Vice President of the United States Studeut Association, and I would like to
the . Southwest Texas President Hardesty, and the Southwest Texas Associated
Stuagent Government and its President, Rob Patterson, for hel{ring make this event
possible. We would especxal.lly like to thank Congressman William Ford and every-
one on his committee, and all the members of the Senate Subcommittee on Postsec-
ondary Education for their efforts over the past five d,:ears in maintaining the feder-
al aid program for postsecondary education around the country. This resolution was
passed by both United States Student Association Committee and :he students here
at SWT. We are giving it to you Congressman Ford, as a symbol of our thanks for
your efforts over the past years on behalf of higher education. Thank you, Mr. Ford.

AFTERNOU.v SESSION

Mr. Forp. I would like to recognize the Honorable Wilbur Cohen,
the former Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, who served
under President Johnson, and who will introduce the other mem-
bers of his panel.

Mr. Secretary.

Mr. CoHeN. Mr. Chairman, as I said last evening, this is both a
memorable and historic occasion.

I have considered it a singularly great honor to in some small
way have participated in the formulation of the education legisla-
tion of the Johnson administration, and that this particular seriee
of discusssions here at this great University makes it possible for
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those of you who are listening to get some idea about the develop-
ment of this legislation and its importance.

We have eight participants who will contribute to this discussion.
We are going to try to limit the initial discussion to about 5 min-
utes, each. And then have questions and comments.

And, Mr. Chairman, if the time permits, I would suggest for your
consideration, on the part of our panel, to have possibly any ques-
tions or comments from the audience, if that was feasible.

Mr. Forbp. Let’s see how we do with the pr~sentations first.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILBUR J. COHEN, FORMER SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE

Mr. ConeN. I would like to begin by introducing a little addition-
al note about the origins of the Higher Education Act. Since the
chairman gave some discussion about the incremental development
of 1965, I would like to trace, for just a few moments, the origins of
the 1965 act, that have not yet been disclosed here.

I came into the Kennedy-Johnson administration on January 20,
1961, after having been chairman of P:esident Kennedy's task
force on health and Social Security. There was a separate task
force on education. Within my province, however, fell the discus-
sion on medical education and work with the medical schools, and
health professions.

When the President appointed me Assistant Secretary for Legis-
lation at HEW, it was my responsibility to bring together all the
people to work out the strategy as well as the terms and conditions
of the legisletion in that depar:inent.

Immediately upon the failure of the first elementary and second-
ary education bill, the President called me in and reprimanded me
on the grounds that I had been unsuccessful in getting even one
more Republican to help pass the bill in the Rules Committee. In
my naive way, I said, well, Mr. President, if I didn’t get a Republi-
can, you certainly didn’t get a Catholic to help us, and he agreed
and said, what are we going to do.

And I said, well, let’s redraft the bill and try again. We did, with
the help of Adam Clayton Powell who was the chairman of the
committee in the House, and that failed. President called me in
again, and reprimanded me. Said, what are we going to do, and I
said, Mr. President, I've come to the conclusion, we can’t get ele-
mentary and secondary legislation passed at this time.

We don’t have the support of the southerners because of the
issue on affirmative action and cwvil rights; we don’t have the sup-
port of the Republicans who are advocating States rights and no
expenditure, and we don’t have the support of the Catholics be-
cause of their fear about not getting money for parochial schools,
and we just don’t have it.

And he said, what do you suggest we do? So I said, I think we
should shift to higher education where these issues do not have the
same impact, and I said, I base that on méoexperience with the Hill
Burton hospital construction bill where Cougress has always voted
money fcr the construction of Catholic and Jowish and sectarian
hospitals without any opposition whatsoever because hospitals al-
though sectarian run, do not preclude people from other religious
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sects from being in the hospital, so I said, let’s go and build some
higher education facilities and in the medical field, we can get it

He said, that’s a great idea, Wilbur, you go ahead. So, Mr. Chair-
man, I used the first opportunity to advocate this and I went before
a committee and I advocated the idea that I would use the matter
of physicians and nurses as my argument. And a member of the
opposite party that I represented asked me questions about how I
could justify spending sll this money trying to train physicians and
lawyers and all these, it had been pointed out, high income people.

And I said, well Mr. Congressman, you don’t realize that our ad-
ministration is interested in excellence in giving every young
person a chance at self-fulfillment and we want every A-plus stu-
deat to be able to get into a medical school, and every A student to
get into any school that he wants.

And the Congressman answered me, well, you seem to have a
very strange idea about getting A students in by taxing people who
make less money to produce people who make 80 much more
money, and before I had a chance to rebut that, he said, I want to
ask you a very fundamental question.

What are you going to do for us C-minus students who really run
the country?

So I went back to see the President and told him that it would
take a little bit longer than I thought to get this education bill
through Congress.

Well, we persisted, and as you indicated, Mr. Chairman, we then
went to the Higher Education Facility bill, the bricks and mortar
bill, and we finally got that through just about the time President
Kennedy was assassinated, and that made it possible for us, then,
with the passage of the Civil Rights Act, to win over many of the
people who had previously voted against it.

That's really the history of why 1965 is such a big education leg-
islation, because, until we were able to turn things around to
higher education, to medical education, get the Civil Rights Act
through, it was impossible to get a majority in Congress to vote for
this legislation. Otherwise, our hope had been for 1961.

So I really think that we have neglected to really tell the young-
er people out there how tough it was to get this legislation through
in the sixties. It wasn’t that easy. We had to forge a combination,
which you've pointed out, which was bipartisan and which was
nonpartisan, but we had to overcome three very powerful constitu-
encies which had prevented any real substantial legislation other
than the impact legislation of 1950, getting passed by Congress
since the National Defense Education Act.

So with that brief introduction about what I consider the great
historic legislation, I would like to call upon my colleagues, here,
ard I would like to then call upon first, Dr. MacKenzie from Grove
City College as our first participant. We've reordered them some-
what in order to enable people who have to take planes and leave
at an early time, and we are very delighted to have Dr. MacKenzie
on the panel, and he w:ll proceed first.
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STATEMENT OF DR. CHARLES S. MacKENZIE, GROVE CITY
COLLEGE

Dr. MacKenzie. Thank you, Mr. Cohen.

Mr. Chairman, I consider it a great privilege to be part of this
celebration. It is indeed a celebration and I realize the depth of the
impact that it has had upon our society. I, myself, grew up as a
poor youngster near Boston, MA. I never thought I'd have the op-
portunity to go to college.

I've worked in the slums with young people, in the slums of
Boston as well as in the slums of New York City, and I think I
have some sensitivity to their needs. During the 1960’s, I, along
with many others, sweat blood in the Civil Rights movement, and I
now head a college which, in spite of reports of the media to the
contrary, has not discriminated and does not seek the right to dis-
criminate.

I say that because ¥ am thocoughly in support of some of the
principles. Of all of .. : principles that undergird tt> Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, particularly I'm delighted and I rejoice with you
and celebrate with you, the first goal of that Higher Education Act
of 1965, which was equality of access to postsecondary education.

I rgjcice that this act has opened to higher education access to
millions of disadvantaged youngsters. At the same timc, I alse
submit that there are other considerations which we also ought to
give our attention to while we are celebrating the great accom-
plishments of the Higher Education Act of 1965, giving access to
many millions of disadvantaged young people.

At the same time, I would also like to suggest that another of the
goals which are stated as onc of the goals of this Higher Education
Act was the quality of postsecondary education. That the govern-
ment, the State, was to promote quality of postsecondary education,
including the maintenance and extension of academic freedom, re-
sponsibility, and educational diversity.

One of the concerns that I hope the Congress will direct its atter.-
tion to is the fact that Federal domination of postsecondary educa-
tion has become massive and all pervasive. Educators were
alarmed about the possibility of governmental intrusion into educa-
tion in 1958. You'll recail that Congress wrote these words into the
National Defense Education Act, that,“Nothing contained in this
Act shall be construed to authorize any department, agency, offi-
cer, or employee of the United States to exercise any direction, su-
pervision, or control over the curriculum program of instruction,
administration or personnel of any educational institution or
school system.”

My concern is that although the Higher Educa‘ion Act of 1965
was a great step forward in providing access to disadvantaged
young people, that ever since 1965, there seems to have been a
severe acceleration of Government presence, Government influ-
ence, Government power, upon America’s campuses.

Indeed, if I heard Congressman Ford correctly last evening, he
even suggests that circumstances are such that these controls may
not only continue, but also may become stronger. My concern on
the part of many of us in the private sector is how to retain our
independence, how to retain the very academic freedom which wvas
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esgggused In the opening statements of the Higher Education Act o*
1965.

I'd elso like to say that there are many concerns that go along as
corollaries on the part of many of us in the private sector, and we
would hope that the Congress, while reauthorizing this very irapor-
tant act, would also give attention to preserving the independence,
the academic freedom of institutions, for exam le, like Grove City
College, a school which has not discriminated, goes not seek to dis-
criminate, does not accept government funding, and yet, at th
same time, has been-compelled because of the Supreme Court deci-
sion of 1984, has been compelled to withdraw any relationship
whatsoever, even any tenuous relationship with the Pell grant pro-
gram and has had to try to find for needy students, private funds
from private sources.

We are concerned, many of us in the private sector, about the
increasing control that as you provide assistance to disadvantaged
students, would be applied. We would hope that control might be
kept to an absolute minimum.

We'd also be concerned about the quality, as you said in the
Higher Education Act of 1965, quality as well as freedom and edu-
cational diversity were extolled, and I guess we are all concerned
with the reports, for instance, the 1983 National Commission on
Excellenze in Education, which declared that the quality of Ameri-
can education had been deciining for nearly 20 years. ii said we
have in effect been committing an act of unthinking unilateral edu-
cational disarmament, this in spite of the fact that great sums of
money were being poured into the higher education.

Many of us would hope that we could address the question of in-
creasing academic quality, stimulating, motivating the American
educational scene.

In conclusion. Mr. Chairman, we at Grove City College, as a
matter of deep conviction, feel that American education, which has
been the envy of the world, that we must continue our efforts to
provide access on the part of any qualified disadvantaged young
persons, and at the same time, we must take steps to ensure that
there will not be a decline in quality, perhaps caused by overregu-
lation or over control of the American educational system. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

{The statement of Dr. MacKenzie follows:]

PREPARED ST..TEMENT 0F CHARLES S. MACKENZIE Pu.D., PRESIDENT, GROVE Cry
CoLLEGE

Mr. Chairman, I am President of Grove City College near Pittsburgh, Pennsylva-
nia. The Higher Education Act of 1965 has done much to assist needy students in
securing a college education. I have great e:upathy with disadvantaged young people
both because I grew up poor and because I spent several egears working among slum
dwellers. I have a icular concern for disadvantaged minorities since 1 sweat
blood during the 1860’s f:fhting against discrimination. The College I now head
shares my abhorrance of discrimination and shows special concern for needy stu-
dents by offering quality education at remarkably low cost. Grove City, for gver 100
years, has been committed to quality education at low cost £nd to nondiscrimina-
tion. I consider it a high honor both to share my thoughts with you and to be in this
distinguished company.

This is a celebration and an evaluation of the Higher Education Act of 1965. This
historic lefislation had the noblest of goals, but may 1 respectfully suggest that it
has not fulfilled its goals. Section 101 of the Act states “that it is the responsibility
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of the federal governinent, consistent with the rights, duties and privileges of States
and institutions of higher education to promote:

A. Equality of access to post secondary education.

B. Freedom of choice to students who wish to participate in post secondary educa-
tion.

C. ity of post secon education including the maintenance and extension
of ic freedom, mp::zility and educational diversity;

D. Responsiveness of post secondary education to rapidly changing social and eco-
nomic needs;

E. The efficient use of resources in post secondary education . . . through efficient
planning and ment . . .”

1 submit to you that however noble these statements, and I wholeheartedly sup-
port each of them, that in the implementation of this legislation the federal govern-
ment has harmed post secondary education and the whole nation.

First, federa) domination of post secondary education has become massive and all

ve. When educators were alarmed about the possibility of government intru-
sion into education in 1958, Congress wrote these words into the National Defense
Education Act: “Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to authorize any
department, agency, officer or employee of the United States to exercise any direc-

tion, supervision or control over the um, program of instrurcion, administra-
tion or el of any educational institution or school system.” (Section 102) Yet
the Hi Educstion of 1965 not only opened the door for massive funding of

patleeondnyeducationbutahoforthemrdnofgmemmcmtpowerandinﬂu-
ence on most American canipuses. Government controls have escalated over since
1965.Forexample,lzozcommi-ionsinthewsutuweremndaudbytheEduca-
tion Amendments of 1972. These 1202 commissions in an effort t» coordinate re-
sources sometimes have t to exercise control even in academic matters. In re-

to title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, Federal bureaucrats
caimedandtheUS.Supreme(burteonmnodintbeGmeCitydedsionoflm
that an postneondarymstimtionwhichevenindimcﬂybemﬁufromaﬁngkfed-

aral is to be treated as = recipient of federal financial assistance and is to be
under government fictin. We ui Sicve Sty Collace in an attempt to avoid
ing treated as a federal racipient have replaced Pell grants with private monies.

We nave refused all government funds and control. Yet we wondsr if we ever can
distance ourselves far enough from federal dollars to continue to be free of govern-
ment jurisdiction. The nﬂreuive efforts of the federal government to regulate

i colleges and universities subservient to and often fear-

of federal power. Federal legislation now threatens the freelom and i
ence of every school in the nation.

Secondly, government involvement with higher education has resulted in intense
politicization of education. A host of college presidents today are forced to devote
significant amounts of time lobbyi for more federal dollars msteadofdem
their eneryies to education. The strife which accompanies politicization has in
academia producing alienation between public and private colleges as well as com-
petition among private achools. Education has become a battleground because of
government intrusion.

Thirdly, massive government funding also has induced massive wastefulness on
American campuses. With m flowing freely in the 1960’s and 70’s, colleges
became careless and inefficient. costa of education soared and the government
instead of demanding efficiency simply increased its funding of education.

Fourthly, massive government ing has made mnn&acolleges and universities
dependent or governmant . Paradoxical isn't it that at the same time that
the government has been do out huge amounts of yers’ money to educa-
tion, it also has been adding enormous costs to those is by requiring huge

amounts paperwork and r?xtm .

Fifthly, a dependence on federal dollars has made many educators subservient,
has stiﬂyed creativity and has tended to homogenize post secondary education. Many
educators have become timid and fearful lest they incur the wrath of government
agencies who might accuse them of failure to follow some federal public licy. So
we see a homogenized network of subservient coll and universities re the
freedom responsibility and diversity which the Higher Education Act of 1 said
government ought to promote. Too often educators feel no lox;;er have respon-
sibility for the destiny of their institutions. In this sense, the Act of 1965 has failed
to deliver on its own %o“;h

Sixth, the massive funding in 1965 has undermined students’ and parents’
sense of responsibility. Thank many Americans still accept responsibility for
their childrens’ educaticn. But millions of American families have come to consider
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tha! the federal government is responsible for their sons’ and daughters' post sec-
ondary schooling If this trend continues, the sense of imitiative and responsibility
which has made America great will be eroded more and ‘nore until eventually
ple evervwhere will rely on government rather than uron themselves. If that
ppens, we will be a nation without character and a people willing to let govern-
ment handle all their affairs.

Finally, it also ought to be noted that the quality which the Act of 1965 said gov-
ernment ought to promote has been undermined by the federal funding and involve-
ment begun in 1965. I believe it is not coincidental that SAT scores declined from
1965 to all-time lows in 1980. In 1983 the National Commussion on Excellence in
Education declared that the quality of American education had been declining for
nearly twenty years. The Commission said in its report “A Nation at Risk” that “we
have in effect been committing an act of unthinking, unilateral educational disar-
mament.”

On the other hand, in the 1950s and 60’s the signs were that educational quality
was improving both for the disadvantaged and advantaged. For example, in 1957 the
ave black sixth grader was functioning at a level of one year beﬁind the norm.
In 1965 a black sixth grader was only a few months behind Gr agan, in 1960 black
test scores were 68% of white scores but in 1965 black scores were 79% of white
scores. There is evidence that minority education was improving. But in 1980 after
the federal government had poured billions of dollars into American education,
white mean scores were 2.3 times black mean scores. Though I applaud the fact that
this Act of 1965 made it possible for many more minority students to attend college
in 1980, I submit that the Higher Education Act also o})ened the door for what has
been a serious decline in the quality of education both for blacks and whites. In this
regz;rd, the Higher Education Act of 1965 has not achieved its goal of promoting
quality.

We at Grove City College are wholly committed to policies of nondiscrimination.
We support equal o})portunity in access to postsecondary education for all qualified
people regardiess of race, creed, sex, class or ethnic origin. But we at Grove City

llege as a matter of deep conviction feel that government funding and lation
of higher education has caused American higher education which has been the envy
of the world to decline in quality, to lose its freedom and independence and to lose
its once splendid diversity by moving toward one massive, homogenous system di-
rected by public policy makers in Washington.

It is my hepe and praier that our government will back off. Find ways to assist
truly needy students without compromising the freedom of the schools they attend
Enforce civil rights laws to insure the elimination of discrimination from America’s
schools but do not wage a campaign of fear and intimidation afainst schools which
do not deserve to be treated as guilty before they are proved guilty I appeal to you—
get the federal government off our backs before America’s scﬁuools are crushed more
deeply inio subservient mediocrity. President Lyndon Johnson, the patron of the
Higner Educaiion Act of 1965, once said that education ought 1o exelt reason above
force. Government entanglement with higher education has resulted, however, in
the introduction of debilitating financial force and litical power into education In
the name of reason, I urge you to permit higher ed‘:xocation to be free of government
intflgference before it is irreparably made incapable of guiding the future of the Re-
public.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Cohen, I feel constrained, for the record, to re-
spond to a couple of your other comments, but first, the quote that
you have for the National Defense Education Act, has been used by
this committee over and over, and as a matter of fact, it is still the
law which is set forth in the General Education Provisions Act,
which is permanent law, it’s not subject to reauthorization as the
various programs are.

Ard we have always strenuously used that in confrontation not
with schools, but with bureaucrats in first the Department of
HEW, and now the Department of Education.

With respect to my comment last night in response to a question
that the reason that this act now has 620 pages in it, in part, is
because we had to become more specific, I would quickly suggest
that none of the overly specific language that’s i1, thore is directed
at institutions and its students.
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All of the specificities that we have written in there, with the ex-
ception of some provisions regarding requirements for determining
grant eligibility before permitting rules and things of that kind, is
aimed at problems we think have been created for institutions by
regulation. And, indeed, almost all of the language that we have
incorporated in the bill, has come from members of the commuttee,
and it is aimed at circumscribing the exercise of discretion and
what we have heard from educators to be ove.zealousness on the
part of the executive branch of the Government.

And as I said last night, we would prefer to leave to the execu-
tive branch the making of regulations if we could do it the way we
did for a number of years and have the authority to veto the regu-
lation when we thought it went beyond the scope of the iaw. Since
we are no longer, because of a court decision, able to do that, we
must anticipate those areas where the Secretary, while it’s not the
Secretary who writes the regulations, he or she signs oft on them,
would exercise that discretion so that we are sure, or reasonably
sure, that as we perceive the law now, there won’t be a regulation
that imposes new conditions or different conditions on our institu-
tions.

So I want you to clearly understand thet I'm not aware, just off
the top of my head, of any provision that we have put into the leg-
islation up to this point, that is aimed at circumscribing the action
of people in institutions, other than the executive branch of the
Federal Government. So we are in concurrence with the main
thrust, as I understand it, of what you are trying to do.

I'm afraid I can’t answer you about what became the subject
matter of the Grove City Court decision because, basically, you are
talking about the Civil Rights Act, and while specific provisions
were enacted by this committee, title IX of that act, control of
those matters was determined in 1964, with the passage of the C'vil
Rights Act.

And the quarrel that has developed amongst people is on the in-
terpretation of the requirements of that Civil Rights Act, which
now seems to have changed. Congress, as you know, is struggling
with legislation to try to unscramble the uncertainty that has been
a result of those decisions and I can’t predict how that’s going to be
done because it is no longer possible to legislate rather simply on
that m tter. We found ourselves enmeshed in abortion issues; we
found ourselves enmeshed in church affiliation questions that had
never been raised in prior attempts to legislate.

And so unfortunately, the legislation by reason o the very
strong concerns of some groups over the possibility that you might
have the liberty to do something on campus has, unfortunately,
gone beyond what is acceptable to those of us who indeed would
like to impose the Civil Rights Act in the way it had been imposed
in the past. Unfortunately, the price we now have to pay for that
would be to impose further restrictions that some of us find objec-
tionable.

So our difficulty there is that that legislation is not moving pri-
marily because of the reluctance of members of this committee and
the Judiciary Committee to accept those additional restrictions on
the activities of institutions in the case in one instance of the possi-
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bility of health insurance for employees that incidentally carried
with it payment for medical treatment for abortion.

And in the other case, the question of exemption for schools that
historically have been exempt if they were “affiliated,” and now
would be exempt if they were “associated” with any religious
group. But we don’t know what that means. We don’t know how
many schools that covers and exactly what those terms mean.
They've never been interpreted.

But we are wrestling with the last problem that you mentioned,
but the first two, I think we have resolved in ways that you will be
pleased with.

Mr. ConeN. Mr. Chairman, you have two former secretaries of
HEW on this distinguished panel, and I'll only speak for myself
when I say why I support your being more specific in the new legis-
lation, and that is because, if you are a secretary of HEW, at least
in my case, I sat around a long time trying to figure out what the
intent of Congress was on a number o1 occasions, and then I found
that there was in the legislative history, contradictory statements
by the House and the Senate on the same piece of legislation, I
would have preferred for Congress to have decided that :ssue by
legislation, rather than making me decide what the legislative his-
tory was.

So, especially on the basis of what has happened in the last few
years, we have more riders on the appropriation bill reconciliation
legislation, and the interference of OMB. I have come to the con-
clusion, which I was not of the position let’s say 30 years ago, that
it is much better for Con to decide in the legislation what it
means, than to have somebody else decide that question.

So I come down in general for longer bills today in order to be
moie specific.

But since we have another distinguished former Secretary or, 1
would say this, one of the two most distingaished Secretaries of
HEW that there have been, and I'm very glad to be able to intrc-
duce my colleague, Secretary Califano.

I might say, which I didn’t before, that I'm not taking a long
time to introduce everyone because the biographical introductions
are contained in the pamphlet giving the background of each une
80 if you want to refer to that, you can.

However, I do want to say, Joe, while you weren'’t here, there
was a considerable discussion why in higher education we should
train 8o many physicians and lawyers who make so much money,
and at some appropriate time, several people in the audience have
said that I should bring that question up, so I advise you now of
that potential question arising. Secretary Califano.

Mr. CariraNo. Thank you, Secretary Cohen.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH A. CALIFANO, FORMER
SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. Caurano. I would note, before making some general com-
ments, that 8 years later, when I became Secretary, there was no
concern about what Congress intended. The education laws had
grown by a few hundred pages, I think largely because of the lack
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of trust betweer Congress and the Nixon administration over the

years.

So I think the point that the chairman made was well taken. I
don’t think any of it was reallﬁ;iirected at schools. It was directed
at telling the Secretary or the Department what to do.

One other preliminary remark, Mr. Chairman, you may not re-
member, I'm sorry I was late, but the last time I testified or was
supposed to testify before your committee was July 19, 1979, and
. on the way to the hearing, I was fired. So when I landed here in
San Marcos, I thought I should check with my office and make
sure evelx'thing was OK.

I would appreciate it, Mr. Chairman, if I could submit a state-
ment for the record, and not read it?

Mr. Forp. Without objection, it will be entered in the record in
full, and you can supplement it or comment on 1L in any way you
want to.

Mr. Cavrirano. I would, I %uess, like to make a general comment
and then deal with some of the things that Dr. MacKenzie men-
tioned at the end of his testimony, since I have such fond memories
of Grove City College from my days in office.

I think that the whole thrust and object of virtually all the edu-
cation legislation, at its best, has been to provide funds to elemen-
tarv and secondary schools. and funds to colleges. With all the di-
rectives in all 600 pages, by «nd large there has been remarkably
little interference with curricelum or the academic world.

And I think that when you go back to the words of President
Johnson, repeatedly, when he was signing and proposing and
urg‘ini Congress to pass legislation, he was driving home the fact
that the basic responsibility rested with parents, with local commu-
nities, with school districts, with universities, not with the Federal
Government, but that the Federal Government should encourage
and provide assistance.

Second, I guess I think there is room, if 1 were an educator, for
some concern about Federal involvement in higher education, but
not the concerns that Dr. MacKenzie meationed. I really, I think
that in a society that is pluralistic, and a society that holds as one
of its precious values, equal opportunity and a fair chance for ev-
ery , that it would be inexcusable that if with Federal funds,
particularly funds that are desiﬁned to provide a fair chance for
people that wouldn’t otherwise have it, theve were not a require-
ment that there be no discrimination. I think that any other situa-
tion is intolerable, and inappropriate for our society for the values
we hold, and I would hope that somehow or other, that Congress
can make clear its intent which I for one, at least, believe the Su-
preme Court misread in the Grove Ci% decision.

- What I guess surprised me, Dr. acKenzie, when you talked
about concern, my concern about higher education and the Federal
Government would be that there are some universities that are dis-

- tinctly dependent for tremendous proportions of their funds, upon

the Federal Government. The deve oplré;gowlleges get 90 percent or

more of their money from the Federal Government and can’t live a

day without it. They could not opt to do what you did, for example,

at Grove City, and sume of our finest universities, like MIT and Cal

Tech, because they get so much research money from the Federal
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Government, are dependent for more than 70 or 75 percent of their
funds on the Federal Government.

Not, incidentally, under the laws that Chairman Ford is enact-
ing, but under the laws relating to the Defense Department and
the CIA and NASA and the Energy Department, and there, the
Government is having an impact on curriculum, and there, if I
were running a university, I would be concerned about that impact.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would—let me just close, we’ve got 2 lot
of distinguished people here—I think if you want to have less than
620 or 720 or 800 pages of legislation telling the Department what
to do, we have to have a much greater sense of civility and trust
between the Executive and the Congress. I don’t think it has any-
thing to do with partisan politics, I think it has everything to do ‘
with a group of legislators feeling that, increasingly, unless they
dot every “i” and cross every “t,” there will not be on a continuing
sustained basis, good-faith efforts to do what Congress told them to
do.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

[Statement of Joseph A. Califano, Jr., follows:)

STATEMENT oF JosEPH A. CALIFANO, Jr *

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is an honor to sppear before you
today to discuse the federal role in higher education and the impact of the Higher
Education Act of 1965. Since your election to Congress 21 years ago, Mr. Chairman,
you have been a champion of education, especially higher education, and your lead-
ership has beer: in the best bipartisan spirit. .

Mr. Chairman, 1 was flattered by your invitation, but I was also a little hesitant 3
to accept. I couldn’t help but think of the last time I was scheduled to testify before
your subcommittee. It was July 19, 1979, and you were considering what became the
1980 amendments to the Higher Education Act. I was to present the Administra-
tion’s recommendations that day, but a funny thing happened on the way to the
hearing—the President fired me. So, before leaving for Texas this morning, [
checked to make sure my name was atill on my office door.

Southwest Texas State University is the ideal place for today’s deliberations, not
ony because President Lyndon Joluson signed the Higher kducation Act here
twer‘v years ago, but because it was here, three decades before, that a spark was

1gni.=u in Johnson that wogld inspire his quest for educational opportunity for all

- . I remember even yet the pain of realizing and knowing then that college

was closed to practically every one of those children because they were too poor.
And I think it was then that I made up my mind that this Nation could never rest
while the door of knowledge remained closed to any American.”

A few years later in 1935, the twenty-gix year-old Johnson was appointed Texas
state director of the National Youth Administration. Under his leadership, 75,000 to
100,000 students at the state’s 87 college campuses, including four Black colleges,
were paid to help build badly-needed facilities on their campuses, state parks, and
libraries. It was the debut of what would become the Higher Education Act’s College
Work Study program.

Johnson’s vision of education opportunity was all-inclusive: passage and enforce- -
1ent of civil rights laws and court decisions that mandated equal access; the Head
Start program to give pre-schoolers a leg up; Title I of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act to help disadvantaged kids kee up; Job Corps for those who
dropped out of high school or were not coll e-bound; student aid to break down the -
financial barriers to college education: and the Teacher Corps to channel teachers to
the schools that needed them most

*Mr Calhfano was President Johnson's Special Assistant for Domestic Affairs from 1965 to
1969, and Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare from 1977 to 1979 He s presently senior
partner in the Washington office of Dewey, Ballantine, Bushby, Palmer & Wood
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Working in a true partnership with, in his words, “the great, fabulous 83th Con-
gress”’, Johnson catapulted the Federal government from the role of supernumerary
to that of a major player in the nation’s educational system. Between 1964 and 1967,
the Federal investment in education tripled from less than $3 billion to more than
$8 billion. Today, Federal spending approaches $40 billion.

Have these programs worked? When Lyndon Johnson inaugurated the Great Soci-
ety at the University of Michigan in 1964, he noted that 8 million adult Americans
had not finished 5 years of school; 20 million hadn’t finished 8 years and 54 million
hadn’t completed high school. Today, only 3 million haven't finished 5 years, 8 ml-
lion haven'’t completed 8 years, and 28 million have:'t finished high school.

Of all the education programs enacted in the rush of Great Society legslaltion,
none have been more successful than thcee «icated under the Higher Education Act
of 1965. The most spectacular successes have been the student aid programs. College
enrollment doubled between 1964 and 1978, from less than 5 million to more than
10 million, and has topped 12 million this fall. In the College Work-Study program,
some 10 million student jobe have been rreated; about 7 million Education Opportu-
nity grants have been made, plus another 20 million under the Pell Grant program
which was added in 1972; and more than 27 million guaranteed loans have been
made.

These programs have been critical to the improved status of minorities in this
country. As recently as 1966, the number of black students attending college was
only 282,000. By 1974, black enrollment had risen to 814,000 and by 1982 to more
than one million. The proportion of black students majoring in business has climbed
from 5 percent in 1966 to 18 percent. Between 1972 and 1983 the number of Hispan-
ics enrolled doubled from 242,000 to more than half a million students.

Significant change also has taken place in the enrollment of minorities in profes-
sional schouls, particularly in law and medical schools. Law tchools as recently as
1969 ha_ a black enrollment of 3 percent. By 1979 it had risen to 4.2 percent and
total minority enrollment was 8.1 percent. Medical schools, many of which excluded
black studen s until after World War II, had only a 2.7 percent black enrollment in
1968. By 198/ black enrollment had risen to 5.7 percent and minorities were 7.9 per-
cent of the cotal medical school population. The magnitude of change is illustrated
by the 7act that 3,000 black students were enrolled in medical schools in 1974 at a
time when there were only 6,000 black physicians in the nation.

These striking gains in higher and professional education are evidence that im-
provements in the economic and occupational status are the product of minonty stu-
dents’ own efforts to acguire education and skills, aided by laws that attack discrim-
ination barriers, and not a reflection of preferential treatment by government. Be-
tween 1961 and 1982, the proportwn of black people in professionai and tecnnicai
jobs rose from 4.6 percent to 10 percent; the proportion in executive, managerial and
administrative jobs increased from 2.5 percent to more than 5 percent.

For those blacks and Hispanics who have broken through in the past two decades
to better education, more skilled jobs and higher pay, there have been the familiar
rewards of middle-class status. They are far more likely than in the past to own
their own homes, to be part of families that never suffer the tragedy of infant death
and to live to become senior citizens.

The higher education programs have also been instrumental in the advances 1n
the status of women. There was a time, not so long ago, that a family of moderate
means had to choose which among its children would go to college. If it simply
wusn't possible to send them all, the son was more likely to get what support the
family could muster. As a result, in 19ov just over one-third of college students were
feraale; todsy, more than half are female.

The highe - education programs adopted in the 1965 Act have been supported by a
host of other programs.

The Heard Start program has given 9 million pre-school children a betrer chance
to succeed in their studies.

Title I (now Chapter 1) »f the Elementary and Secondary Education Act has
helped disadvantaged childrer: in some 30,000 schools catch up and keep up with
their peers in reading and mathematics. This year, 4.7 million stndents are being
helped. The program has provided more than $4¢ billion in assistance to school dis-
tricts since 1965.

The Talent Search, Upward Bound and Special Services programs, which had
their origins in the poverty program, encourage minority high school students to go
to college and help them succeed once they enter college. They now help half a mil-
lion young people each year.
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For millions of other Americans not college-bound, the Job Corps, Manpower De-
Velopslknent and Training Act, and the National Alliance for Businessmen provided
new skills.

For the most part, these and other programs that created the Federal role in edu-
catirn have encured. Together, these p ms changed. probably forever, the gov-
ernment’s laissez-faire attitude toward tge educetion of the pcsr and minorities.
Even the present Administration, which has sought to slash spending for education

rograms, has supported Head Start. The cluster o7 programs that originated ir. the
reat Society years placed the disadvantaged on the nation's education agenda and
th%l have been there ever since.

e impact of the federal role in educaticn goes far beyond the dellar speat. Pro-
grams like Head Start and Title I established the principle that assistance is more
effective during the esrly childhood years. The higher education Lrograms have es-
tablished the principle that there should be no economic barrier to anyone who can
benefit from higher education.

In generat, the federal role has been most effective when it provides funds with as
few strings as possible, providing maximum freedom to state and local school 8
tems for the most part. The Elemertary and Secondary Education Act tracks thi
principle, providing funds under formula to disadvantaged children v-ho need com-
pensatory education. The bulk of the funds provided under the Higher Education
Act are also provided by formula and standard needs analyses with some discretion
left to the collegw financial aid officer.

There are also matters of overriding national concern that affect the cohesion of
our society—desegregation, bilinfual education, and education for handicapped chil-
dren, for example—that merit fedcral resources. The national government should
even provide funds for experimental lo al and state programs (including those for
teachers), research, and the dissemination of materials among ¢ :hool systems. But a
troubling tendency develops in the education bureaucracies, 1n both the executive
and the Congress, ¢o set curriculum priorities from Washington. In the 1970s,
Pruseed by special intzrest ( :oups, the Congress provided more and more funds for
relati ely narrow sp-vific suojects of education (metric education or enviromental
studies) and cbjects of soncern (the gi or developmentally disabled child). Indulg-
ing these .endencies moves the federal government closer to involvement in what
our children are taught. It is one thing to give school districts money to test new
ways of teachin. *asic skills; providi;g money to teach a specific subject is an order
of intrusive mag.icude closer to interfering in school curriculum.

This is not a conservative-liberal issue. A Russian sputnik can cause conservatives
to stampede to mandate mor¢ ccience education from Washington as effectively as
some liberals rushed legislatively to champion black studies from the floor of Con-
gress in the late 1960s. The issue is not whether the cause is worthy; granting that,
the question persists about the appropriate role f the federal government.

In the case of bilingual education, the intender beneficiaries—non-English speak-
ing children—became helpless victims of weak government management in the face
of shortsighted ethnic politics. During the Johnson years, my interest in bilingual
education was promﬂted by sociologist's James Coleman's 1965 study of education
opportunity which showed that students of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and American-
Indian bac und were cupleting high school at achievement levels far below the
national norm. Language sch.-ls, meanwhile, were compilinf rsuasive e\ dence
that children learn most readily in their native language. In , the Cong: ess en-
acted our recommendativn to add « kilingual-ed.cation demonstration program to
the 1065 Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The purpoee of this program
was to teach non-English-speahing children English as rapidlgeas possible, and to
teach other courses in their native language until they could taught in English.
The hope was that this would help prevent bilingual students from failing while
they learned English. \
hen I returned to government as Secretary of HEW in 1977, I found that the
program had become a captive of bicultural politics and that too little attention was
paid to teaching children Englic'., und far too many children were kept in bilingual
classes long after they acquired the necessary proficiency to be taught in English. In
this case an important national education purpose had become subverted through
the interaction of the bureaucracy and narrow interest grougs.

As Lyndon Johnson put it in 1965, the federal government “can contribute t¢ . .o-
viding the n and needed tools. But tne final decision, the last responsibifity,
the ultimate control, must, and will, always rest with local communities.” The must
in Johnson's quote was hortatory; the will was hope. But he was right. We should
not confuse the responsiblity for education or further encourage interest groups to
seek at the federal level what they cannot obtain at state and * 'cal levels. ponsi-
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bility for education of our children should be fixed firmly on their parents and
teachers, and the federal government should not act to weaken, but rather to en-
hance that recponsibility

In higher education, the Federal government’s direct control over colleges and
universities has been limited to setting criteria for participation in federal programs
or eligibility to receive federal contracts. As in the case of elementary and second-
ary education, the federal government has identified and supported specific areas of
national int~rest and concern: the G.I. Bill that helped World War II veterans
fursue higher education; the National Defense Education Act in 1958 that estab-
ished loans and fellowshipe and foreign language institutes; and the Health Profes-
sions Educational Assistance Act of 1963 that provided loans to students of medi-
cine, dentistry and osiccpathy.

In addition to these targeted federal priorities, the federal gove' nment has, since
the enactment .. the first Morrill Act in 1862, sought to maint=in and strengthen
the capacity and quality of America’s institutions. The Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963 provided loans and grants for college classrooms, laboratories and librar-

ies.

Since 1965, however, the primary federal role and the primary expenditure of fed-
eral funds has been to increase access to higher education or qualified students in
financial need and to provide them with the opportunity to o:jmose among public
and private institutions. This has been accomplished through the various student
financial aid programs which track students rather than directly supporting institu-
tions or particular curricula.

Despite the arm’s length approach in the student aid programs, there is no d. jut
that the federal government, by virtue of its $20 billion per yer investment, is a
powerful force in ﬁgher education. Federal spending not only includes $8 billion per
year in assistance to students and institutions, but more than $10 billion in grants
anu contracts from the Defense Department, Africulture Department, Energy De-

ment, NASA and others. Research and development spengfng alone approaches
billion each year.

Many colleges and universities, notably those with high enrollments of needy stu-
dents, receive up to 90 percent of their revenues from the federal government in the
form of student aid. Others, like the Massachusetts and California Institutes of
Technology receive more tha:* a quarter of a  hon doilars a year in revenues from
.. & federal government. -

Under these circumstaaces, it is unrealistic to believe that the national govern-
ment does not become involved decisively, if indirectly, in some curriculum deci-
sions in major universities. The competition for federal research funds is intense.
An integral part of winning that competitivn is to have on the faculty the scientific
and intellectual talent to fill the povernment’s research needs; having such talent
dictates many courses offered at major universities. Our national defense, energ,
and other high technology efforts must have access to the best and brightest minds.
But we must remain alert to ensure that federal priorities do not undul y distort the
claims of academic and intellectual freedom.

America hes made great progress since 1965, but we still have much to do His-
panics and blecks continue tc be underrepresented in almost every higher education
program in all tf'pes of institutions Retent.on and graduation rates also lag behind
those of whites. Inadequate preparation and economic hardships are behind many of
these statistics.

Y. ur efforts to strengthen the Higher Education Act, Mr. Chzirman, and those of
your colleagues, are essential 1o the future of our young Americanr and to the coun-
try as a whole. You are building upon the work of many Congresses and of Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations alike. The alternative is to return to a time

aen tne college a young man or woman entered—or indeed whether a young
American wen. to college—was determined by the size of his or her parents’ income,
rather than by he brains and talent God had given.

Admittedly, I have come to this subject with a bias For almost four years, I was

rivileged ¢, serve as Igndon Johnson’s Special Assistant for Domestic Affairs.
ter, as Secretary of HEW, I worked with you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Brademas, and
i;)ur colleagues in the House and Senate in the development and passage of the
iddle Income Assistance Act. I watched Johnson sign 60 education bills into law as
part of his Great Society. He believed, and taught me, that “poverty has many
roots, but its tap root is ignorance.” And many times I heard him say that if South-
west Texas State Teachers College had corit just ten dollars more a year, he couldn't
have afforded to go there.

It was Lyndon Johnson - goal to open the door of opportunity to millions who

didn’t have a chance to .t a co'lege education. With the work of this committee
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and the Congress, that door which has stood open wide f~- .wenty years, will contin-
ue to welcome generations of students.

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Secretary Califano.

I have just checked with the gentlemar who has been legal coun-
sel for the committee, there are at least two occasions where we
knocked down your regulations after your people had written
them, and there was a bipartisan and unanimous consensus that
we didn’t like the ws the regulations were, and at that time, we
still had the power to veto, and in both instances, you were gra-
cious enough, whe:1 confronted with the possibility that that would
be done, to simply withdraw them and go back to the right way

In those days, we were able to do that. We could say, look, if you
persist in this regulation, we wili have Congress attempt to over-
rule, and the Secretary said, quite wisely, well, I don’t want that
kind of a compromise and let’s see if we can’t do it a different way
and in both instances, after that the regulations were rewritten in
a better way.

We can’t do that in the Congress any longer.

Mr. Conen. I might add, though, Mr. Chairman, that I once
counted the number of *hings in the Appropriatiyns Committee
report that told the Secretary how to run HEW; there were 86 pro-
visions in the 1968 Appropriation Act which specifically told the
Secretary to spend the money this way or that way. So there are
other ways of doing this, bu. it is true that the Secretary has to
balance congressioral intent, impression, and instructions, with
many times different points of view, and I once even looked at the
Senate committee report, which told me to do something different
than the House committee report did.

So there are lots of—I understand your problem, but very few
people take time to delineate what the problems of a Secretary are
in trying to figure out what Congress means.

Joe, you want to make just a comment?

Mr. CauiraNo. If you wanted to know what happened in those 8
years, in the first full year I was Secretary, there were more than
500 instructions in the House and Senate reports, of which about
40 were contradictory in the appropriations bills.

Me. CoHeN. I didn’t have that many but maybe I helped develop
more for you than for me.

We are very fortunate, now, as our next witness to have Mr.
Atwell testify. The American Council on Education has always
been a very great supporter of educational legislation and I'll just
say, during my period of time and in connection with the Higher
Education Act that I had anything to do with, the American Coun-
cil of Education was a method of getting the participatory role of
American education in the initial framing ir ii.c executive branch
of the legislation. So we are glad to hear from you, Mr. Atwell.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT ATWELL, AMERICAN CCUNCIL ON
EDUCATION

Mr. ATweLL. Mr. Chairman and Professor Cohen, there are not
too many titles that are more elevated than Secretary, but per-
haps, profescor in my industry is one of those.
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Mr. CaLIFANO. You know, Dr. Atwell, let me explain it, the big
difference is that Secretaries don’t have tenure. [Laughter.]

Mr. ATWELL. You noticed that, did you?

It occurs to me, Mr. Chairman, that the timing of this whole
celebration and the timing of your hearing is excellent. You
couldn’t ask for a more opportune moment to have a hearing of
this kind. Your own committee will next week, the full committee,
will begin to deal with the subcommittee’s version of the reauthor-
ization of the Higher Education Act.

Ard T think that’s just excellent. You may not know this, but I
am pleased to report to you that you will receive, if you have not
already, back in Washington, a letter of support for the subcommit-
tee’s version of this legislation, as it is being put before the full
committee. That letter of support comes on behalf of six of the
major higher education Presidentially based associations.

Now, that may not sound like very much, may not mean very
much to the audience, but let me tell you, when we finally agree
on something, it only comes after a long struggle. It took us,
indeed, I think too long to do this, but we are all behind this sub-
comniittee and its legislation.

I think that part of the reason for that is the excellent drafting
that you've done, and I think part of the reason is that we are ral-
lying around a Federal role in higher education at a time when
that Federal role is being challenged. We have a challenge, indeed,
to the entire 20-year history of the Federal commitment in higher
education, a commitment that goes back even before, as was noted,
back before the Higher Education Act of 1965, but we have an arl-
ministration which is certainly attempting to dismantle the com-
mitments of the past 20 years, and they really do so I thir.k, for
two reasons.

One, because they really believe that the Federal Government
does not have a very important role and has a very limited role 1n
the area of higher education, I say that because I find some contra-
diction between Mr. Kimberling's testimony this morning, and the
realities as we have experienced them in terms of the administra-
tion’s own proposals in the past several years.

And I think also we are experiencing this withdrawal, obviously,
because of the monstrous Federal deficit, a deficit brought on, I
might add, in large measure by the excessive tax cut of 1981 and
what some of us believe is a bloated defense budget.

And the administration, in turning to discretionary domestic pro-
grams to bear the brunt of its efforts to deal with this deficit,
seems to view education as a welfare program. When in fact, as has
been brought out here so eloquently by so many speakers including
Presider.. Hardesy, education as we know is not an expenditure but
an investment, and its very difficult in Federal budget terms to rec-
ognize what is certainly an essential difference in the business
world.

Educ:tion is really an investment in our national defense; it is
an investment in economic growth and a strong economy clearly
depends on an educated citizenry. It depends on a trained ard re-
trained work force who will, as was suggested, pay taxes, not eat
taxes.
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So, the Feders]l Government simply has to stay with a major
commitment throughout higher education, and therefore, I think
the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act in the way that
your subcommittee proposes, will bear out the commitments that
we have seen over the past 20 years.

I wanted to comment, also, on some things said this morning
which I think is one cf the things we were supposed to do. And to
say that, I think, as I read the history of the past 20 years, the Fed-
eral Government’s commitments in respect to student financial aid
include both access and choice. And Secretary Kimberling spoke of
access; he didn’t say a great deal about choice, and choice simply
means that, for me, at least, that a student has the opportunity to
go to an institution best suited for the student and at no point in
contradiction to what we hesrd this morning, s, no point have I
heard anyone seriously argus that student ajd should pay for the
entire cost of education. ’ﬁlxl.t simply has not been seriously pro-
posed bf' anyone I'm aware ¢,

And I think there were cor 1ments made this morning that would
suggest that there may be scme Federal role in cost-containment.
References to the high price ¢ some institutions, I not only believe
that cost containment certainly would be ironic for an administra-
tion which suﬁports deregulation on all levels to discuss cost con-
tainment in the area of higher education, but a.so I'll just simply
note that as long as student aid is declining in terms of the price
that is being charged, and is such a small part of the way any stu-
dent meets the cost of education, there is just no basis whatsoever
for seriously considering anything of that sort.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ConeN. Thank you.

One of the unheralded as of the development of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, and the succeeding reauthorizations, was
the briliance of the effort to work out arrangements that, while
the Federal Government had a significant leverage role, or an in-
centive role in all of the legi iation, that the States and elementary
and secondary area, the localities as well as private as well as
public institutions all had a role.

It is in my opinion probably the most creative federalism piece of
legislation that was ever enacted because it had to—or the two
pieces of legislation, had to bring together, not only the role of the
Federal Government, the role of the States, the role of the local-
ities, private colleges, and public institutions in what political sci-
entists will call pluralism or devolution or decentralization, but
really, put together in the 2 or 3 years that I was in any way re-
sponsible with Commissioner of Education Frances Keppel, and
later with Mr. Califano, in bringing all these disparate but impor-
tant forces in our American political and institutional life together
in an organized way.

That wasn’t quite true in 1961, 1962, 1963. There was tremen-
dous fear that the Federal Government would supercede the role of
States in the education area. And we had to work with a lot of dif-
ferent Governors and State agencies to do that.

So I'm particularly happ today to have on our panel a very re-
markable representative of the State agencies, the Honorable Wil-
helniina Delco, from the Texas House of Representatives, who I
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hope will bring out that particular part of the relationship which is
very very raany times overlooked in the historical development of
this legislation.

Representative Delco.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILHELMINA DELCO, TEXAS HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Ms. DeLco. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary and Mr. Chair-
man

I would like to preface my remarks by saying that I have already
submitted testimony to the Senate Education Committee and I'll be
glad to see that you get those remarks, as well.

I was invited to testify before the Senate by Senator Stafford on
behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures. And we
made three points in that presentation that were very import:nt to
the States.

One obviously was the importance of the continuing Federal role
in student aid. The other was a concern that is already a matter of
policy on record for the National Conference, and that is support
for the historically black colleges. States feel that there’s a very
strong role for historically black colleges to play in higher educa-
tion and strongly encourage the Federal Government to continue
ite part in that role.

The third aspect of that was a serious concern about the empha-
sis being placed in the name of research on science and mathemat-
ics and high technology, very often at the expense of what was con-
sidered the foundation of postsecondary education, and that’s a
broad based liberal arts education. That as we try to increase the
pool of knowledge, and as we try to increase the economic thrust of
our country through postsecondary education, it is also important
to real.ze that we are also talking about a well-educated citizenry,
and in that aspect, there is a value for the liberal arts.

Now, I'd like to comment on what Mr. Cohen suggested, and also
on what happened this morning in the presentations made at that
time.

First of all, I think it's very important to recognize that the pri-
mary resronsibility for the provision of education in our country is
a State responsibility. Constitutionally, it is a State responsibility,
and overwhelmingly, the dollars that have been put 'nto education
have been State dollars. Now, that’s not to say there are separate
pockets of dollars because people, when they pay taxes, they pay
taxes. They don’t make the fine distinctions as to where those
taxes particularly are going.

But I think it is also important to recognize that one of the rea-
sons the Federal Government has played a substantial role in edu-
cation is because the States have abdicated for a long period of
time, that very important role in some aspects. One of those as-
pects was the recognition of the importance of research. Tradition-
ally, institutions have gone out to private sources for research and
the Federal Government made possible the opportunity for States
to develop research projects in a number of areas with Federal dol-
lars, independent of State appropriations.
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Another very important area is the whole question of affirmative
action. It is to say, in fact, that education does not belong to the
few, it belongs to the many. And so the question of access becomes
a very important one, and the States were lagging behind before
the Federal Government through the Morrill Act in saying that
you don’t provide ecucation just for academics, you provide broad-
based economy-based education, if you will, throug~ agricultural
mechanical colleges, land grant colleges, if you will, that kind of
education.

The Federal Government also set the tone in education when it
talked about the GI bill, saying the people wno !eft to serve their
country had a right to come back to more than what they left, and
so since a lot of States could not absorb the GI's coming back in
regular work force, higher education represented an opportunity
for people, if you will, t. expand their horizons, and the Federal
Government played a very important role in that.

In the Higher Education Act that we are talking about today, it
said that higher education should not be a function of whether or
not you had enough money to go to school. 'f you had the abiliy
and could benefit from that process, there ought to be available to
you, the opportunity, 210t just from a personal standpoint, or even a
State standpoint, but for the benefit of our own country. I would
suspect at this point, as we look at the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act, our country is on the threshold of a new
aconomic era.

And the cornerstone of that era has to be as much education
based as anything else. That even as we in Texas talk about chang-
ing our economic thrust because the resources that we have relied
on for so long, oil and gas, are depleting we are looking further and
further afield for ways to support our citizens and our needs in
Texas. And one of the ways to do that is the so-called education
information high technology society.

All of that economic thrust is firmly education-based. And so it is
in the best interests of our State to explore the opportunities to
maximize the sducation of all our citizens. Beyond that, if we look
at demographics in Texas and across the Southwest particularly,
but surely in the rest of our country, we are seeing that the new
growth in our State is increasingly minority, and if we look at the
minority development and intent to educate to the maximum abili-
ty, all of our people, we are saying that not cnly are we benefiting
the individuaf;e who happen to be minority or female, we are bene-
fiting our State. Because in the final analysis, those of us who must
depend upon the productive wage earners in the future for our
Social Security benefits and our health care benefits, it is in our
best interest for that to be an educated people wh.o are able to earn
the kinds of salaries that will support the kind of welfare programs
that we have been accustomed to in our working lives.

It is very important to keep the emphasis in all of this on stu-
dents, as President Hardesty suggested. One of the concerns that
the State has is the fact that the students are a part of a State
system of education. Cooperation in Texas between public institu-
tions and private institutions has been good, but I think that as the
emphasis in the Federal Government las gredually shifted from
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grants programs to loan programs, we ar= in fact, as was suggested
earlier today, overburdening students.

When we in Texas had legislation last summer to talk in terms
of reform of K-12 education; one of the key points in that legisla-
tion was enhancing the pool of quality teachers. If we say to young
people as they go into higher education that they must assume a
greater percentage of the cost, personally, of their own education,
we do impact their career choices personally but even more so, we
impact the quality of students who are able to afford to go into the
lower paying service kinds of jobs, one of which surely must be
teachimiz.

And I think that it’s very important to keep that balance be-
tween what we call the student responsibility for their own educa-
tion and the benefit to the State of good education by good grant
programs. In Texas when we were forced, the last sesssion, tc pass
a tuition increase bill for the first time since 1957, a very strong
part of that increase was a substantial commitment to grants pro-
grams for students, and { would strongly urge you, Mr. Chairman,
in consideration of this legislation, to recognize there’s a point
where, even though on the books it looks cost-effective, it is not in
the long run when students have to make a decision as to whether
or not they can buy books or food.

And whether or not they can afford a $25,000 debt in the name
of getting two initials behind their name when those initials might
be more costly in terms of making job choices than if they went out
and got a job doing something else. I think its very important, also,
to mention one other thing.

This morning when we talked about international education and
the impact of that, most of the focus of the discussien: was on train-
ing American students: American students in foreign languages;
American students to understand cultures in countries abroad, be-
cause that was clearly obviously in the best interests of our coun-
try.
I would like to point out the importance, particularly to those of
us in Texas, of having students from other countries have the bene-
fit of education in the United States. Some of the best brains par-
ticularly we may have abroad, are the people who had the benefit
of good education in the United States.

I don't believe that we can educaie too many Mexican students; I
don’t believe that we can educate too many of the poor developing
countries’ students because those students being educated in the
United States return to their countries, very often not only knowl-
<dgeable of our sociaty, but friends of our Government.

I would say {hat international educaticn has to be a two-way
street, where we not only educa‘e our students in other countries’
cultures, but we give other students the opportunity to learn and
become friends and supporters of our country and our culture. It’s
very important in closing to recognize that although the Federal
dollars are not that significant, the Federal tone is very important
and 80 I would strongly urge a strong emphasis in any legislation
on the Federal level, to set as its priorities, a commitment to con-
tinued access, a commitment to continued choice options, a commit-
ment to broad-based research, and a commitment to quality in
terms of saying that we have a multiple kind of system of higher
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education and students should have the opportunity to go where
they can maximize their individual potential and that the partner-
ship between the Federal Government and the State in higher edu-
cation should be strengthened, not weakened.

It should not be either/or in any sense of the word, but both.

Thank you very riuch.

Mr. Forp. Let me say that that was a wonderful exposition, an
awful lot in a short time. I think I should tell you that you are
more in tune with the people we’ve been hearing from in this hear- '
ing than you can possibly imagine. You have summarized very well
the central noints of almost all we’ve heard from one end of this
country to the other, in areas that are considered conservative, in a
areas that are considered not so conservative, in industrial areas,
in the heartland of the farm country and the two coasts.

And there are a number of approaches that we are taking as a
result of the advice we’ve had from people at the hearings, to try to
shift that balance back a little bit, specifically with regard to the
grants, without raising the costs of the authorizations in this bill.

By following the present authorization to the mark, we have never-
theless shifted resources around. We are taking the Pell grants up
to $2,300 from $2,100; we’re taking the SEOG’s up to $4,000 from
gg,%; and we're taking the SSIG maximum grant from $2,000 to

At the same time, we wiil require, for the first time, that before
sending the student down to the local friendly bank to get the max-
imum loan, they will first determine whether they are eligible for
grant money and how much, and then they will only approve the
borrowing of that much of the need for education that is left.

It will become a way to suggest what we always had in mind. We
always thought that the student borrowing was the choice of last
resort. Indeed, it has become easier for the admissions officer to say
to a student, “Rather than take 6 weeks for a cleared telegram to
Kansas City——"

It’s not in Kansas, where is it?

Voice. lowa City.

Mr. Forp [continuing]. “lowa City, so look, you’re anxious to get
in, I'm anxious to get rid of you. Why don’t you just go down to the
bank and I'll authorize the full amount of the loan.”

Then we discovered that that loar. comes through to low-income
families with not the greatest expectations of high paying jobs |
when they finish school. They were borrowing more money as a |
percentage of their package than they might have to. f

Now, we wish that we had more money to go in the direction of
the banks. And universally, we've been told from the very begin- .
ning of this year, that this trend put more and more of the burden
in the form of loans and is a bad trend and we should try to re-
verse it,

Caught in the vise of this budget raania where we can’t get the
Congress to make a decision between investment and other types of
expenditures, we have to try to rearrange the resources. So we are
using those kinds of devices to try to direct the first attention
toward the grant. And we hope that that will at least ameliorate
some of this.
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The only way you can solve this problem is when everyone
knows we can’t get the money for it. 'Fhe Pell grant which as re-
cently as 1979 represented 46 percent of the average cost of attend-
ing school, all schools, public or private, has, even though it has
been raised, been reduced to 26 percent of those costs. It means a
much bigger gap to be filled by other student aid.

We have been able to increase the Work Study Program and we
are extending work study to the proprietary schools so that those
students will not have the problem of finding so much money.

But the committee could not be more in agreement. It sounds
very much, frankly, when you’re half way through it, like you have
read the testimony of the 352 witnesses who have appeared.

I thank you.

Ms. DeLco. Thank you. .

Mr. CoHEN. I’'m happy to introduce next William C. Clohan, par-
ticularly because he was an under secretary and I was an under
secretary. The under secretary and the assistant secretaries in the
department are the work horses in the department, while the sec-
rel:tary gets all the credit, especially once in a while getting the
blame.

But as far as programs are concerned, such as education or wel-
fare or whatever department operates, the under secretary, for the
benefit of the students here, is many times the manager of the de-
partment’s programs. It is his or her responsibility to see while the
secretary is engaging in long-winded testimony before congression-
al committees and while the secretary is at the White House at a
(gal()iinet meeting or otuerwise, that the programs keep running day

y day.

And so I’m particularly glad to welcome Mr. Clohan because he’s
had the same experience I had in the management of these pro-
grams. Mr. Clohan.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. CLOHAN, ASSOCIATION OF
INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS

Mr. CLonanN. Thank you, Secretary Cohen. I certainly haven’t
had the experience that you have over the years in many other,
many important jobs.

I always speak with great trepedation when I follow, as I have in
fast proceedings, Representative Delco. It’s a humbling experience,

can assure you.

But as the token Republican on this panel, I believe, as the
known token Republican, I will not act as an apologist for the
Reagan administration by any means. I hope to even critique the
comments of my friend, Ron Kimberling, who presented hiz -e-
marks this morning. I think he made some very good points. I
think he also made some points that I have a great deal of concern
about, knowing the basis of those points.

One thing that the Rea%an administration has been involved in
for the last 5 years, and I'm not sure ever worked out to conclu-
sion, is what is the Federal role in education? When I was there,
we certainly spent a lot of time on it, and I'm not sure we got very
far, the major question being whether there shovld be a Depart-
ment of Education, or not.
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Well, that’s not the issue today; I think that the debate within
the administration, as well as the debate between the executive
branch and the legislative branch, the Members of Congress about
the Federal role, also points out a certain amount of schizophrenia
within the administration, itself.

Many people remarked to me, after this morning’s meeting, how
Dr. Kimberling’s remarks were well-done, and certainly reflected a
very positive viewpoint from the administr=tion. However, in retro-
spect, they seem to conflict, as a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, you
mentioned this, conflict with the actual stated objectives and the
actions of the administration over the last couple years. And I
think that reflects a confusion within the administration within
the personalities who drive public policy in the Reagan administra- i
tion about what the Federal role should be.

I think you should note that while Ted Bell and I were there, we
sent up some rather draconian and devastating budget requests
and in later years, that those requests have become less jevastat-

ing.

%think it reflects two things: One is the realization that there is
an incredible amount of bipartisan support in the Congress for
these programs, for funding for these programs. Second, I think it
reflects perhaps a change in minds among those that are driving
public policy perhaps at the White House level. That remains to be
seen. I think it’s also unusual that the bill that we are talking
about today, the act that we'’re talking about, incorporates student
financial aid in 90 percent of the funding. And that, in its purest
form, is a_voucher system which has always been reflected by the
Reagan administration in the form of tuition tax credits and other
forms of vouchers as their major objective.

And it seems rather contradictory to urge the diminution of the
student aid, and at the same time proposing other types of voucher
systems.

I would now like to take President Brademas'—as many of you
at this table know, President Brademas has had so many different
titles, it’s hard to figure out which one to call him at what time—
cox_ml?lents and Dr. Kimberling’s comments and dissect them very
quickly.

First of all, * think it’s important to note, as several of the speak-
ers this afternoon have roted, the change in demographics of the
college student and as we look to the year 2000 and into the next
20 years of reauthorization, I think that the realization that the
number of minority students, the number of low-income students
in many cases are going to increase substantially, particularly in
the areas and locations we are sitting in ;i]ght now. The States of
Texas, California, Florida, what are termed the Sun Belt, and no
offense, Mr. Chairman, but the growth States, at least in the last .
couﬁle of years, although I'm glad to see that Michigan is coming
back very strongly, and hope it continues.

I think there also should be reconsideration of what the value— ®
and I don’t mean this in a negative sense—of the necessity of a
baccalaureate degree would be. I think we are finding that there
are certain, as you look at the Department of Labor projections on
what types of jobs are going to be available, what types of training
will be necessary to fill those jobs in the next 20 years, we come to
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the realization that the type of education that we have known
through all these so many years, which has been very successful in
creating an educated society may be changing in that certain types
of training and retraining would be more important.

We are already hearing Mr. Nessbitt in megatrends and other
seers in the future, are commenting that in the very near future,
the skilled workers in this country will have to be retrained at
least every 5 years. We know that around Dearborn and Taylor,
MI, that is a very strong concern right now, given the mechaniza-
tion of the American auto making.

And I think that another point that was made this morning is
the fact of the declining enrollments. There is no doubt that the
baby boom has moved through the traditional college age popula-
tion, but I think, and this very year it surprises me, and I think it
surprises the projectors at the American Council on Education, as
they've noted it over the years, there’s been an expectation that
college enroliment will go down and in fact, in the past 5 years, it's
been very stable, just about 12 million students. And I think that
reflects the return of the adult to receive skills, return of the
homemaker to get skills to enter the work force, sometimes of
desire, sometimes and very often of necessity, and I think that the
Higher Education Act reauthorization ought to reflect those goals.

One of the comments that Dr. Kimberling made with regard to
declining enrollments is that at least implicitly that the amount of
dollars necessary to support that declining enrollment should be
less, and I contend that that is a self-fulfilling prophecy that as a
former member of the Reagan administration, I know is somethin
we used to suddenly interject in our thinking, that if you redu
the amount of student aid available, ggu in fact would reduce en-
rollments because students wouldn’t be able to go to college, and
it's a downward spiral.

And you have to be careful about it.

With that comment, I'd now like to get into what was a major
part of the discussion this morning, and that is and this was
touched upon by Dr. Atwell, where in fact Higher Education Act
funds for student aid are driving up tuitions or vice versa. I'd like
to point out a couple statistics that in the last couple months have
become very foremost in my thinking.

In 1972, the Congress, in their wisdom, increased the maximum
GSL to $2,500. Today the maximum GSL, although the chairman
and the committee is proposing substantial increases, it's still
32,500, and it's 13 years later. Given the changes in the Consumer
Price Index, we would need a run today, a maximum, of $6,431 in
order to equal, in real terms, the $2,500 maximum in 1972.

Or put another way, the value of today’s $2,500 loan is about
$730. And by the end of this reauthorization in 1991, the loan max-
imum necessary to equal the 1972 rate will be about $8,300, and
I'm not, won’t get into the issues of debt burden and they are sub-
stantial, as Representative Delco pointed out, we have to be con-
cerned about them.

I also note that the Pell grant, although it's $2,100 this year, at
least 8 years ago, the Pell grant was over the $1,600 mark, and if
you look at the 3 years of double digit inflation since 1978 and
today, you realize that the Pell grant maximum has never, not
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even with the proposed increases, stayed equal to the real value of
the Pell grant in 1978.

I say this, or I point it out to show that assuming tuitions are
increasing at a level equal to ihe CPI, there is a widening gap in
what is available from Federal sources, even with the increases in
State funds that in fact I don’t think anybody has the right or can
substantially justify the comment that there is not a student tui-
tion gap which is widening yearly.

I think, also, the comment about dependence on Federal funds is
an important one. And we need to make sure that there is not an
overdependence on Federal funds.

A third point I'd like to discuss, having been in this dynamic ten-
sion between the Congress and the executive branch on a number
of issues and from both sides of the issue, I think that the issues
are becoming more nit-picky in recent years, and I say that in a
positive manner because I believe that the historical o jectives of
the act are very clear and ever{body’s mind. We talk about access;
there’s still a question as to whether the Federal program should
provide choice, but I do think as I look back on the last couple
years, that debates between the Congress and the President and
the De ent of Education have been over minor points. And I
think that’s good.

I think that, and this is reflected in the bipartisan nature of sup-
port, Refublican support as well as Democratic support in the Con-
gress, of the objectives of the program and funding of those pro-
grams. As a matter of fact, if you'll remember, last year’s appro-

riation increased the Department of Education appropriation from
¥15.4 billioiz to $17.S billion, the largest percentage increase in the
history of the programs. And I think that was in large part due to
support from Demorrats and Republicans such as Lowell Weicker
and Bob Stafford.

My last point s one tha’ hasn’t been discussed today, and I think
need‘g to be, because whi.e we talk about the fine points of reau-
thorization of the Higher Education Act, in fact there are issues, or
there is at least one issue before the Congress right now, which in
fact may make the reauthorization, if not irrelevant, certainly less
important, and that is the potential impact of Gramm-Rudman.
The Gramm-Rudman-Holli bill can devastate the student aid
programs if we are not 1. It appears to be an unbridled train
that’s moving down the track within my mind rather ironic biparti-
san support for different reasons.

And I think that we have to be careful that we are not asleep at
the wheel while this is going on and that students understand what
is going on with Gramm-Rudman.

Over the last couple weeks, I have picked up the morning Wash-
ington Post, which tends to be the document of all-knowing all-
seeing power throughout the country at least what's been going on
in Congress, and I'm continually shocked b‘z the fact that Gramm-
Rudman is always on the third, fourth or fifth page, never on the
first page.

Yesterday, excuse me, this morning, I saw the Austin paper, and
I have traveled a lot the last couple of weeks, 80 I've been looking
at a lot of papers, the Austin paper was the first paper that ever
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had something about Gramm-Rudman that I know of on the front
page. As a matter of fact, it's big headlines top of the front page.

I hope that probabl{ shows the high vsuthisl'.ication of the people
from this area, and I hope thai you will very carefully monitor
what'’s going on with Gramm-Ru . I don’t point out Gramm-
Rudman in any negative sense that I don’t mean to end our discus-
sions here today which have been very poeitive and I appreciate
being involved in the celebration, but I think there are many ways
that all the efforts of the past 20 years can go down the drain if all
of us are not careful.

Thank you.
[Statement of William C. Clohan follows:]

PrerarEp STATEMENT o WiLuiAM C. CLOHAN ON BRHALF or THE ASSOCIATION OF
InpxrENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS

The changing labor needs of the American economy as it moves towards the 21st
Ceatury have placed new demands on the Nation's institutions of higher education.
Low-skill and noskill occupations are declining while jobs that require postsecond-
ary level training are increasing.! Traditional public and nonprofit ndent in-
stitutions have had difficulty meeting the demand for employment-re training *
anmdrmconegumdlchoohhnvehelpedmeotthedemmdfornwhtr%
fuhionipgtheirprogumnndexpmdincthairfncﬂitiuwwcommodnmtha

Many of the students employment-related education and training are
dissdvan or are job dislocation through
plant closings or changing ier.¢ These students have relied on federal stu-
dent financial assistance. Without it, many of the students would have no opportu-
nity to attend an institution of higher education at all.
is paper discusses the role private career institutions are playing in meeting
the Nation’s need for career education and the role of federal student financial as-
dmaainmmﬁng‘mxdanuamndhcmhnhooh.mm&pﬁnm
career education will be reviewes in order to show the avolution of the first private
career colleges and schools intc coday’s universe of institutions which serve
jority of the Nation's postsecondary vocational students. The economic and other
characteristics of students attending private career colleges and schools will then be
roviewed, as well as the nature of the institutions of higher education they attend.
The paper also will review the obstacles to students pursuing educational -
ties as a result of contradictions in public licyuexpreuodthmxl:f stu-
dentaidmdaociﬂservimproggmﬁnﬂf:
career colleges and schools are pinyving in

§

PRIVATE CAREER EDUCATION, PAST AND PRESENT

Private carser schools and colleges have existed in America gince before the
American Revolution.® Pri ted schools provided practically all vocational
training until Congress establi the Land Grant College system with the passage
of the Morrill Act in 1862.% Instilutions established under the Morrill Act, however,
ditill not fully meet the needs of many individuals, especially those unable to attend
college.

The establishment of new private career colleges and achools continued t
the 19th Century and was oomq};menwd by the enactment of the Smith-Hughes Vo-
cational Training Act in 1917. The growth of both private and public career training

1Morgan V. Lewis and Jeanette L. Rosen, “Taking Stock of Vermont Trends,” Vocational
Education 59 (May 1984): p. 26-28,

t “Pregsure Mounts On ically Pressed Collages to Provide More Uccupational Training,”
Christian Science Monitor, January 9, 1084,

SITT Educational Services, Inc., America At Work: The Evolving Role of Proprietary Voca-
uo‘n(.ilnml m%an%m Coumﬂdﬁ"l{nog)' Income, Race, Sex and Age, 1970-1480

on me, y an Yy h

National Commission on Stuce=t Financial A-buna,b{m

s ITT Educational Services, America At Work, a 1

$7U.8.C. sec. 80", (July 2, 1962); ch.180, sec. 1, 12 stat. 503.
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also was encouraged by a decline 1n the apprenticeship system of training by em-
ployers and an economy with a growing need for specialized skiljs

he modern system of private career training emerged largely as a result of the
sharp demand for employment-related education by returning servicemen after
Worid War II These veterans benefitted under the enactment of the Serviceman’s
Readjustment Act of 1" 44, which provided for benefits of up to 3500 per year to
cover tuitior, fees, and othe training costs. Of the 78 million returning veterans
who receiv.d their benefits, over 270,000 ysed it for private career training

The growth of the private career sector of higher education continued as the

American economy boomed. In addition, GI benefits were made available after both
the Korean and Vietnam wars. Today, over 6,000 private career colleges and schools
offer programs in dozens of vocational areas,’ ranging from auto mechanics to book-
keeping, cooking and computer programming.

any of the programs offered at private career colleges and schools are also of-
fered by public two-year institutions. Often the tuition and fees charged for guch
competing programs is less than that charged by private career colleges and schools
Perhaps the principal difference between private career educational programs and
those offered by comparable programs at public institutions is the duration of the
course of study Residential programs at private career collejes and schools uverage
about half the duratio: of public programs Observers have explained this difference
as reflecting the motivation of Proprietary institutic..s to use existing resources
more economcally.*

STUDENT CHARACT; RISTICS

In the last five years, enrollment in private career colleges and schools has in-
creased at a rate of between 20 and 25 percent per year.® Current enrollment ex-
ceeds 15 million students.!® Enrollment at private career colleges and schools has
grown at a rate faster than that of the traditional four-year public and private insti-
tutions, reflecting the changing aspirations and dem phics of the population, the
changing needs of the work force, and the ability of those institutions to respond to
those n~ads. The racial and economic background of students attending private
career colleges and schools has chan as the national percentage of tragitionally
aged students attending college has increased. Man{ poor students, who would not
have attended any institution of higher education o any description, sought educa-
tion at proprietary and community colleges. These students, partially as a result of
their econorruw status, have greater interest in employment-related training than do
their wealthier counte?artx. They cannot afford financially to remain out of the
work force for an extended period of time.

Nationally, over 12 million students attend all categories of ins. itutions. Of the 12
million, more than 50 percent are wemen, over (5 rcent are _nen.bers of a minori-
ty group, about 40 percent are over the tradition college attending age of 25, and
less than 60 percent are attending full-time.!!

Students attending private career colleges and schools are remarkably simila: in
their characteristics to their counterparts attending two-year public institutions,!?
In both socio-economic status and academic ability, it is clear that both sectors are
drawing from the same pool of students.

For both categories of instititions, a higher percentage of Black students are
served than in four-year public or private institutions. One explanation of this sta-
tistic is that Black youth have a lower rate of graduation from high school than do
their white counterparts!® and private career colleges and schools and community
colleges are frequently willing to admit students without high school diplomas and
provide remedial programs to propare them for further postsecondary work.

Students from low socio-economic status are almost as likely to attend a two-year
institution or private career college or school as a four-year insticution. Students

” Nationnl Ceater for Educational Statistics, “Early Release Non-Collegiate Postsecondary
Schools w1'h Occupational Programs, 1982” (U S, Department of Education, May 1983).

® Wellford W. Wilms, “Proprietary Schools and Financial Aud,” The Journal of Student Finan-
ciai Aid 13 (Spring 1933) p. 7-17 .

’al’{'bl' Edu-ational Services, America at Woik, p 4

10 Ihid

*! Final Report of t/ie Stuay Group on the Conditions of Excellence in American Higher Fdu-
cation, Involvement 1n Learning' Realizing the Potential of American Higner Education (Na‘ion-
al Institute of Educaiion, October, 1984), p 5.

'2 Wil <, “Proprietary Schocs and Student Financial Ad,” p 11

'7 National Center for Education Statistics, A Statisticul Report on the Condition of Education
(Washington, DC, Government Printing Office, 1985), p. 74
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with high socio-economic backgrounds, however, are more than nine times as likely
to attend a four-year institution than a career college or school '* These statistics
reflect not only a greater concern with acquiring a marketable job skill, but also the
educational programs offered by high schools. They also underscore the need to
have those students continue to be eligible to participate in the Higher Education
Act student aid progrems.

Performance on tests to measure ability shows an even more dramatic distribu-
tion between the three categories of institutions. Students in the top quartile of test
scores enroll in four-year institutions ten times as frequently than in two-year insti-
tult‘ioris,gnd almost twenty times as frequently than in private career colleges or
schools.

By race and ethnicity, statistics show that a higher percentage of both Black and
Hispanic students attend two-year and carecr colleges or schools than d- -hite, non-
Tiispanic students.!® Studies show these two groups to be increasing at & rate faster
than white students.!” The Black and Hispanic proportion of the national popula-
tion will grow from 20 to 25 percent between 1980 and 2020.'8

The proportion of minority students attending some form of postsecondary educa-
tion has been droplsing after a period of expantion in the early 1970's. For example,
the percentage of Hispanic high school stux;):nts going on to college dropped sharply
between 1975 and 1981.

THE INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERI1? (IC8

Of the agproximazely 6,000 private career colleges and schools, some 3,500 were
accredited by one of the three national accrediting associations in this area, the As-
sociation of Independent Coll.ges and Schools [AICS], the National Association of
Trade and Technical Schools [NATTS], or the Accrediting Commission on Cosmetol-
ogy Education [ACCE]. Supplementing these national accrediting bodies are regional
and state accrediting commissions serving specific geographic areas. Attendance at
an accrediting institution is a threshold requirement for student eligibility for feder-
al aid programs

Perhar< the best known organizations offering accreditation to private career col-
leges and schools are AICS and NATTS. Founded in 1912, AICS has a membership
of 628 business schools and colleges and another 352 branch campuses. Approxi-
mately 595,000 students are enrolled at AICS schools. AICS colleges and schools
vary from business or specialized schools offering courses of up to one year 1n length
to junior and senior colleges offering ized associate and baccalaureate de-

. \TATTS consists of app:oximately 1 accredited occupational schools or
ranche. offering over 100 different career training programs.

Private career colieges and schools are contr. by individual families, small
companies, and, increasingly, laﬁe corporations such as Bell and Howell, Control
Data Corporation, ITT, and the National Education Corporation.!® Control of insfi-
tutions by larger corporations has resulted partially from the increasing capi
costs associated with o ratins schools. '

The investment in plant and equipment represented by such schools is significant.
In California, for example, the market value of facilities, equipment and cv'rricula is
estimated at $750 million. Schools in that State generate approximately $610 mil-
lion in revenues and provide 21,000 jobs. On2 researcher notes that the schools “con-
tribute substantially to the California ecinomy [by] providing training that would
otherwise probably have to be provided at public expense, and by generating jobs
and revenue on which substantial personal and corporate taxes are paid "'2°

Given the increasing federal budget deficit and the concurrent increased demand
for the finite ax dollar, business will have to look to the private sector to provide
ca%ital for job-related training and education. Due to budgetary constraints on the
public institutioas and the inherent difficulties they have in responding quickly to
job market and technolgly(' needs, private in..itutions will have to shoulder a larger
part of the training worklcad. Student aid, particularly because 1t is portable with

14]bid, p 226
15 Ibid

18 Ibid

17 Richard W Moore and Wellford W Wilms, “Demographic Trends 'n Private Career Educa-
tion,” AICS Compass, October 1985, p 13, 14.

18 Or John B. Lee, Max K Rotermund, and Jo Ann Bertschman, Student Aid and Minority
Enrotlment in Higher Education (Washington, DC Applied Systems Institute, January 1985)

19 ITT Educationa} Services, America at Work, p 5

20 Rebecca L Dickinson, “California Pronrietary Schools Responsive to Employees,” Higher
Education Daily, 1 June 1984, p 5
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the student between institutions, is the single best mechanism for providing access
to the most relevant education.

Private career colleges and schools are the largest providers of postsecondary vo-
cational training. They comprise more than sixty percent of all postsecondary
schools providing vocational training nationally, 2nrolling over 75 percent of all vo-
cational stucents. Growth in enrollment ir the last ten years has been significant,
especially for schools offering business and secretarial programs.

Courses of study at private career colleges and schools can range from three
weeks for a course in heavy construction equipment operation to 150 weeks. The av-
erage course of study is about 1,000 clock hours, or 4(?e weeks.?! As noted elsewhere
i-1 this paper, the time spent by the students in the classrorm per day is consider-
ably greater than in other categories of institutions. Time ir, the classroom frequent-
ly amounts to forty percent of a student’s day and attendence is nerally closely
menitored. The concentrated nature of educational programs offered by private
career colleges and schools is viewed as encourcging student ~nrollment in that the
short duration of the program minimizes disruption of other aspects of the student’s
life and places the student in the work force sooner. Morecver, it keeps the costs to
the government much lower as compared to less concentrated programs. .

Unlike most other types of educational institutions, most private career colleges
and schools use rolling admissions procedures, admitting a new class of students
into the institution every few weeks. Such procedures facilitate quick transition
from selection of a career or employment goal, obtaining the neceasary training, and
securing a jub. Under such a system, schools operate year-round, maximizing the
effective use of facilities.

Tuition and fees charged at private career colleges and schools typically are
highe than at public institutions where large utate subsidies are provided. The av-
erage cost of a business program at an AICS instituion, for example, is approximate-
ly $4800.22 The cost of a particular p is often directly related to its d'iration.
Because of the concentrated nature of instruction at priva.e career colleges and
schools, however, the higher tuition paid by students is more than offset by earlier
entry into the work force und less foregone income.?% Studies have shown that i
several fields students’ nat costs were considerably lover than for public institu-
tions. For instance, computsr programming costs at a private career colleges and
schools were fifty-one percent of the comparable amount at a public institution.2+

The changing demographics of the traditional college-age population suggests that
institutions serving students beyond the traditional ages of 18 to 24 years of age will
attract a larger percent of the total number of enrollments. Statistics show that the
population of persons aged 18 to 24 began declining in 1982 and will continue to
shrink at least for the next ten years. The age 25-and-above category, by contrast,
will contin".e to expand during the same period.?*

Department of Education statistics suggest strongly that students become more
likely to seek vocational or continuing education than academic education the older
they are at the time of the enrollment.2® Studies relating to the motivation of adult
students suggests that studznts with prior work experience become more career-ori-
eated in their selection of an educational institution.

Students enrolled in career programs are also more likely to be employed, full or
part time, than their counterparts enrolled in academic programs.2? For example,
44.3 percent of all students enrolled in vocational schools were employed full-time
while only 24.2 percent of students in academic programs were.28 The percentage of
students classified as unemployed is also almost twice as high.2® Data discussed
below suggests that there may be additional students in need of employment-related
training who are unable to attend an institution because of difficulties in finacing
and education.

2V ITT Educational Services, Inc, America at Work, p 5
2 Prelimmary findings of study conducted by training Research Corporation, 1985
23 “l’)ll‘;ns, “Proprietary Schools and Student Financial Aid," p 12
SCI 1
s Naggmal Center for Education Statistics, A Statistical Report on tl.e Condition of Educa-
tion, p
28 Ihd, p 90.
7 Ihd, p. 92.
I

8 [b d
9 Ibid, 4 5% 1n academic programs, 8 5% in vocational programs
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STUDENT AID PARTICIPATION

Students attending proprietary (tax-paying) colleges and schools became eligible to
receive federal student financial assistance under the High Education Act of 1972.
Receipt of assistance by students at these institutions was initially small, but grew
as institutions established eligibility with the Office of Education.3°

The receipt of student aid by students attendin&all categories of institutions in-
creased drainatically during the period 1974 to 1984. During this period, federal ap-
propriations for student financial assistance more than doubled. For students at-
tending private career colleges and schools, however, the percentage of increase was
considerably greater than that attributable to the overall amount of aid available.
In the 1973-74 academic year, for example, approximately seven percent of all Basic
Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG's, now known as Pell Grants) went to stu-
dents attending these institutions. By the 1979-80 academic year, the percentage in-
creased to ten percent.®! For Supplemental Grants [SEOG's] and National Direct
Student Loans [NDSL] over the same period, the increases were from zero and two
percent to eight percent respectively. By the 1982-83 academic year, the share of
Pell Grant assistance going to students attending private career colleges and schools
increased to approximately 16.8 percent of the total.

Table I shows the increases in the percentages of both Pell Grants and Campus-
based aid received by studeats at these institutions for the 1973-74 and 1980-81 aca-
demic years.

TABLE |.—RECEIPT OF COMBINED PELL GRANT AND CAMPUS-BASED ASSISTANCE BY STUDLNTS AT
PRIVATE CAREER COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS.

{in mibons}
1973-1974  1980-1981
Constant 1982 doflars 134 4105
Current 1982 doilars . 211 4575
Farcent of total aid provided . 11 95

Source College Board, Trends mn Student Axd 1363-1983

The increage in the percentage of aid ¥eceived by students attending private
career colleges and schools resulted not only through the expansion of student aid
opportunities to students previously not serv d under these programs, but also be-
cause of the sharp increase in the nunuver of students enrolled at such institutions.
Among AICS-accredited institutions, for example, enrollment increased from about
350,000 in the 1978-1979 acaderiic year to 595,000 in 1985,3% evidencing strong
demand for training provided.

The growth of private career college and school enrollment has resulted not only
through the &anned exransion of insitutions, but through the encouragement of
business. In California, for example, private career schools and colleges frequently
make curricula changes on the basis of labor and student marxxet considerations, es-
pecially employer requests.’® Such rapid response to labor market needs freque.tly
gives these institutions an advantage over their public counterparts.

CONTINUING OBSTACLES: CONTRADICTIONS IN PUBLIC POLICY

The acquisition of needed employment skills by individuals has been frustrated by
the existence of public policies which discourage the enrollment of poor students in
emploiment-related educational programs.2* These policies penalize prospective stu-
dents by ret;quiring an offset against public welfare assistance payments for student
aia received.

30 Donald A. Gillespie and Nancy Carlson, Trends in Student Aid 1963 to 1983, Washington

Of’:'lciebog the College Roard, December 1983), p. 41-44
! Ibi

32 Association of Inde?endent Colleges and Schoo's, AICS Annual Review and Forecast (Wash-
ington, D.C.- AICS, 1985), p. 38.

3 Dickinson, “Cahfornia Proprietary Schools Responsive to Employees,” p 5

3¢ David Paul Rosen, Current Contredictions Betweer: Pubiic Assistance and Postsecondary
Education Orlplonunity Pohicies (Oakland, California: David Paul Rosen and Associates, August

21, 1985), p. 7 2
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Recent budget reductions for federal social service spending have been accompa-
nied by modifications to public assistance programs creating disincentives for stu-
dents pursuing educational opportumties.3® For instance, the Omnibus Budget Rec-
occiliation Act of 1981 3¢ eliminated federal support for dependent 18- to 21-year-old
AFDC (Aid for Families with Dependent Children) recipients The same Act re-
quired that parents with children under six be home except for “very brief and in-
frequent abeences,” thus precluding many welfare parents, especially single moth-
ers, from attending school

The 1981 Act also phased out Social Security Student Benefits, elimnated the
earnings disregard for fulltime students and the $300 annual deduction for full-time
students in the Public Housing program, and generally reduced expenditures for all )
forms of federal assistance.

The problem of coordinating public social services policy and federal student aid,
however, existed prior to 1980. Amendments to the Food tamp program eliminated
ehgibility for college studenta long before 1981. A Food 3tamp recipient who chooses *
to enroll 1n school stands to lose an average annual food subsidy of over $430. Simi-
larly, an increasing number of state unemployment compensation programs limit
the payment of benefits to individuals enrolled in college, even if such enrollment is
for the purpouse o. obtaining needed job skills.

The consideration of federz] student assistance as income for the determination of
eligibility for public assistance represents a dramatic shift in the direction of public
policy from that direction in the 1960's and early 1970's. The emphasis on expand-
ing educational opportunity has given way to priority on holding down the cost of
assistance programs.

A representative problem in this regard is the often overlapping or conflicting
definitions of “Educational Cost” and “Living Cost” as used in student aid an-d

ublic assistance programs. Research has identified numerous instances where over-
aps in definitions result in uncoordinated policies For instance, educational ex-
penses are frequently defined as “tuition and fees” 1n determining AFDC benefits,
which are themselves quite limited. “Zducational Costs” as determined by financial
aid administrators for use in determining financial aid, includes clothing, meals,
housmi,eand transportation as assumed to be needed by a typical student. The
AFDC benefits of the student are reduced by the amount of the student assistance
received, which, in most instances, does not provide adequate support for meeting
living expenses for an adult, especially if the student has ependents. The net effect
is a shortfall that may lead the student to decide not to attend school. A preferable
Eolicy would be to disregard the income from each program in determining the eligi-
ility for the other. In so doing, the student suffers no reduction in benefits from
AFDC and is not “penalized” for enrolling in school.

A survey of AICS members conducted in 1985 sought to determine the extent to
which coordination of henefit problems are experienced by students attending AICS
institutions.®” The survey included the followinyg findings: 19 percent of the respond-
ents experienced a reduction in AFDC grants by treating non-federal student aid as
income; 23.8 percent of the respondents reported difficulty in locating and pa};lng
for adequate child care; 21 3 percent of the respondents reported a reduction in Foo.
Stamp grauts upen enrollment in postsecondary education; 28 percert of the re-
spondents reported receiving little or no information concerning postzecondary edu-
cational opportunities and available student financial assistance,

All of tﬁese problems, witn the poesible excegtion of inadequacies in child care,
result from inconsistencies in federal policies that encourage enrollment in school
under one program and discourage it throvh another.

Resolving the contradictions petween federal student aid and public assistance is
expensive. It also raises the inevitable concerns r arding “fraud and abuse.” The
basic reform, however, of disregarding the receipt of federal loans and grants in de-
termining benefits under public assistance programs would remove a large portion
of the present obstacles facing many individuals in immediate need of additional ol
education

The problem of contradictions in public policies relating to educating the unem-
ployed and underemployed was perhaps best summarized by Dr. Morris Keeton,
Chairman of the Commission on Higher Education and the Adult Learner and ~
President of the Council for the Advancement of Experimental Learning, in testimo-
ny before the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

35 Ibd

8P L 95-35 (1981)

7 Rosen, Current Contradictions Between Public Assistance and Postsecondary Education Op-
portunity Policies, p v R
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“~ regulations governing the payment of unemployment compensation and
fublic assistance benefits affirmatively prevent precisely the education and training
activities that wo' ‘d diminish the need for such public largess " *®
Dr. Keeton recommends the use of tax incentives and tax-favored savings plans,
as well as “the coordination of work related programs with those that are in the
higher education arena " 3¢
One final obstacle to educational opportunity 1s the shortage of information re-
garding eligibility and use of existing federal student aid programs. The National
Student Aid Coalition notes that one reason minority enrollment in higher educa-
tion has declined is because minority students are often unaware of their eligibility
for assistance.*® The Coalition has recommended a significantly :ncreased federal
v effort directed at assuring that all eligible students are aware of federal aid pro-
grams as the solution to the problem.
Enactment of such a program would be particularly beneficial tc older students,
since most information regarding federai stud»nt aid programs currently is avail-
o able only tk ‘»ugh high school counselors.

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PRIVATE CAREER COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS IN FEDERAL STUDENT
FINANCIAL AID?

Tax-paying colleges and schools are treated differently than all other categories of
institutions under the Higher Education Act, in that they are ineligible for institu-
tionally-based aid.*! The exclusion of such institutions from eligibility for many pro-
grams that would be of diract benefit to students at such institutions has been justi-
fied on the basis that proprietary schools are “profit-making’.42

Private career colleges and schools have come to accept exclusion from the non-
Title IV programs under the Act, but have become increasingly concerned over the
possibility of exclusion, legal or de facto, from the student aid programs. The four
greatest concerns in this regard are: the Guaranteed Student Loan program, Pell
Grants, College Work-Study program, and the State Student ncentive Grant pro-
gram '

Guaranteed student loans

The National Commission on Student Financial Aid reported in 1983 that stu-
dents attending private career colleges and schools were disproportionately depend-
ent on guaranteed loans because of limited access to aid under the campus-gsed
progre:as and generally limited family resources.4® Because of the extent of depend-
ence on guaranteed loans, the Commission decided to conduct a study of the access
of such students to the program.

The study, prepared by Wellford W. Wilms of the Training Research Corporation,
found that students were successful in securing a loan. The author noted, however,
that nearly one-third of the schools contacted in connection with the study had en-
countered changes in lender policies that could have an unfavorable impact on stu-
dents’ access to loans.** Among the discriminatory practices identified were policies
limiting loans to existing customers or local residents. Other lenders ceased lending
to students attending private career colleges and schools.

The increased concern of Congress regarding the problem of defaults in the Guar-
anteed Student Loan program has led some guaranty agencies to propose restricting
or eliminating eligibility of lenders or schools experiencing high default rates,+5

38 Dr Morris Keeto1, President, Council for the Advancement of Experimental Learning, Tes-
timony before the Subcommittee on Posmecondarf' Education, Commttee on Education and
Laab’or, U S House of Representatives, 5 September 1985, p 5
Ibd,p 5
4°Dr Francis Keppel, Chairman, National Student Aid Coalition, Statement before the Sub-
L) committee on Postsecondary Education, Committee on Education and Labor, US House of Rep-
resentatives, 1 August 1985
+! Higher Education Act of 1965, P L 89-329, Sec 1201(a), as amended
42 See, for example, comments of the State Higher Education Executive Officers Association
n Dickinson, “States Unsure of How to Treat Proprietary Vocational Schools,” p 5
43 National Commission on Student Financial Assistance, Proprietary Vocational Schools and
Federal Student Aid: Opportunities for the Disadvantaged (Washington, DC, 1983)
44 National Commission on Student Financial Assistance, The Guaranteed Student Loan Pro-
gram and Vocational Students: A Success at Risk, Washington. DC, 1984,
s Paul Borden, Executive Secretary of the Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Auihority,
has proposed imiting the eligibility of institutions of higher «lucation with high default rates
for both the GSL And NDSL programs
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even though institutions have little or no control over whether a student ultimately
defaults on a loan While the incidence of systematic exclusion of studencs attending
private career colleges and schools has not yet become a reality, the increased pres-
sure on the Congress to reduce losses from defau': 1n the program make restrictions
of this type more and more of a threat.

Pell grants

The Reagan administration has put forward proposals that would eliminate sub-
stantial numbers of private career college and school students from the Pell Grant
program. Using a US General Accounting Office study as justification, Many Pro-
prietary Schools Do Not Comply With Department of Education’s Pell Grant Pro-
gram uirements,*® the Administration proposed eliminating from all forms of
federal student aid, any student not having a high school diploma or its equivalent.
Estimatcs suggested that as many as one-third of all students attending private
career colleges and schools woul:i be affected.+?

The proposal to eliminate “ability to benefit” students *® raises serious concerns
regarding whether the opportunities for higher education will be denied to a large
percentage of youth In New York State, for example, on.v 48 percent of all students
complete high school.4® The ostensible rationale for eliminating these students is
that t}(x)ey have higher drop-out rates than their high school-graduated counter-
parts.®

College work-study

Section 443(bX1) of the Higher Education Act prohibits College Work-Study stu-
dents from working at a for-profit institution or entity. This provision precludes stu-
dents attending private career colleges and schools from participating in the pro-
gram if the only employment opportunities available to them are on campus. Cur-
rently, over 85 percent of the gollege Work-Study recipients attending public and
private non-profit institutions work on campus.5?

Private career colleges and schools have repeatedly proposed elimination of this
provision on the ground that employment opportunities on campus in positions re-
lating to the student’s course of study are appropriate 52 An amendment to provide
for such onortunitxes was included in the reauthoriz.con bill sponsored by Repre-
senu}twe aul Simon in the 98th Congress.5* This bill, however, was not enactea
into law.

Permitting students attending private career colleges and schools to work on
campus would not instantly resolve the proolem of limited opportunity to partici-
pate in College Work-Study Many observers have noted that even if such employ-
ment were permitted, the concentrated nature of instruction at such institutions
would still preclude employment for many students.5* However, employment at off-
campus agencies is now almost impossitle.

State student incentive grants (SSIG)

Under section 415B(aX1XA) of the Higher Education Act, each state receives an
allotment of grant funds based on the total enrollment of students in institution of
kigher education 1n the state The most recent statistics on the distribution of SSIG
funds to students shows that 56 percent of the funde were received by students at-
tending public institutions, accounting for 72 percent of all recipients. Private non-

¢ Report by the Comptroller General of the United States, Many Proprietary Scheols Do Not
Comply with Department of Education’s Pell Grant Program Requirements (Washington, DC.
General Accounting Office, 20 August 1984)

47 National Commission on Student Financial Assistance, The Guaranteed Student Loan Pro-
gram and Vocational Students A Success at Risk, p 25

48 Higher Education Act of 1965, Sec 481(b), 1201/a), as amended

4° F Jack Henderson, Jr, President, Branell College and Chairman. AICS Accrediting Com-
mussion, Testimony regarding the GAQ report on Pell Grant administration before the Subcom-
mittee on Postsecondary Education, Committee on Education and Labor, US. House of Repre-
sentatives, August 1, 1985

50 See Report bﬁhe Comptroller General of the United States, Many Proprietary Schools Do
Not Comply with Department of Education’s Pell Grant Program Requirements

31 National Comrmission on Student Financial Assistance, The Guaranteed Student Loan Pro-
gram and Vocational Students A Success at Risk, p 26

52 This proposal was submitted to Chairman Ford and Representative Coleman as a recom-
mendation for the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act in April 1985 by AICS, NATTS,

and ACCE
53 HR 5240, 98th Congress, 2d sess (1984)

54 National Commission of Student Financial Assistance, The Guaranteed Student Loun Pro-
gram and Vocational Students A Success at Risk
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profit institutions received 41 percent of the funds and accounted for 26 percent of
the recipients, while proprietary and other non-profit institutions received only 2
percent of the funds through 2 percert of the recipients.®5
One explanation of the disproportionately low SSIG participation rate of students
attending private career colleges and schools is the fact that several states .aave leg-
islatively prohibited grants under their state program to students attending tax-
paying institutions Most states, however, count students attending private career
colleges and schools for the purpose of establishing their state allotments under the
program.
Associations representing private career colleges and schools have proposed that
the differential treatment of students attending such schools be eliminated.5® Under
v their proposal, states would be permitted to count, for purposes of their state allot-
ment, only those students actually ehgible to receive a grant under their state pro-
gram. One explanation for this state policy is that there is ‘‘great uncertainty about
vhat proprietary institutions are, what they do, and how they should be treated by
the states and the postsecondary education community.” 57 As of August 1, 1984,
approximately 30 states provide state grants for students enrolled in private career
colleges and schools.?8

THE NEED FOR CAREER EDUCATION

The rapid transition of the American economy from one primarily based on man-
ufacturing to one based on services has resulted in the dislocation of millions of
workers. Dislocation has resulted by technological change, shifting prices favoring
imported over domestically-produced goods, and changes in consumer demand. For
many of the workers affected, their old jobs will never return. O¢ ciaployment re- ‘
ductions in the autc industry, for example, approximately 15 to 20 percent of the ;
positions will never be replaced, even if demand for automobiles increases.5?
The educational system must respond to what analyst Anthony Patrick Carnevale
describes as the need for “smarter workers working smarter.” The need for such
workers is urgent. The U.S. share of skilled workers worldwide has dropped from |
29% to 26% and further declines are projected.®® To respond to this need, employ- |
ment-related education of several descriptions is necessary. |
The most needed form of education is basic literacy training. Approximately one |
million students drop out of high school each year, tacing futures often character-
1zed by unemployment and reliance on federal welfare programs. One estimate of
the yearly governmental cost in welfare and unemployment compensation resulting
from illiteracy is $6 billion.®! Approximately $237 billion in unrealized earnings
(with appropriate share of lost tax revenues) also results %2
The second category of needed education relates to enhancement of occupied
skills. Job dislocation——or the threat of it—has led to a 122 percent increase in the
enrollment of individuals over age 25 1n college between 1970 and 1985.% Accompa-
nying this increase has been a rise in part-time enrollment. Such students now ac-
count for 44 percent of all students.®¢
Many of the adult learners returning tc school are seeking to (]ualify for empltg-
ment also in occupations 'which do not raquire a traditional college ed ication. Of
the 20 occupations identified by the U S. Department of Education as likely to show
the greatest growth, 14 do not require a bachelors degree Included in those occupa-
tiolngsare secretaries, dental hygienists, computer programers, and paralegal person-
nel.

35 See Evaluation of the Cooperative Institutional Research Progrnm «CIRP) of the Higher
Education Research Institute’s Annual Survey of Freshman 1982-1983 in U S, Congress, Senate,
Committee on Labor and Human Resources, prepared by the Congressional Research Service,
The Library of Congress Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act Program Descriptions,
Issues, and Options, 99th Congress, First Session, February 1985, p 147
56 See Al legisiative recommendations to Chairman ord and Representative Coleman
- 57 Dickinson, “States Unsure of How to Treat Proprietary Vocational Schools,” p 5
58 Mary B Wine, AICS, Director of Professional Relations. Letter to Joseph A Kennedy,
August 15, 1984
5% The Commission on Higher Education and the Adult Learner. Adult Learners Key to the
Nation’s Future (Columbia, Maryland, November 1984)
- scibud,p 5
s ‘l'l.;\dNnuon of Ithiterates” U S News and World Report, May 17, 1982, p 53
a2 1
3. Emll{y Feistrizer, “Why Do We Let Grown-Ups Hog Student Aid”” The Washington Post,
July 28, 1985, p Bl
%4 Ibid
5 ITT Educational Services, America at Work, p 8
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Public awareness of the need for up-to-date skills is reflected in recent opinion
polls. A study by Research Forecasts, for example, showed that 81 percent of the
population expect that changes in the workplace will require additional education %¢
The same study showed that approximately 20 percent of the population are already
considering a career change and that 80 percent believe that persons with special-
1zed skills have an edge 1n the job market.®?

T'e decision of students to enroll 1n a private career college or school often re-
sults from a determination that such an institution 1s best able to meet the needs of
particular students *® Students seeking marketable skills are frequently dissatisfied
with the type of jobs available through high school or traditional college education.
Enrollment of such students is frequently only pessible through federal student fi-
nancial assistance

CONCLUSION

Federzl student financial assistance to students attending private career institu-
tions supports quality education urgently needed by a segment of the student popu-
lation which might not be served by the traditional higher education system. Stu-
dents attending such schools are usually in pursuit of a career goal that requires
specific job skills and a specialized education. Such students are generally less afflu-
ent, have lower prior academic achievement, and are more likely to be from a racial
or ethnic minority.

Viewed in the context of the background of the student served and the education
achieved, it is clear that the participation of private career shcool students under
the Higher Educatior Act has been clearly consistent with th~ original purpose of
the Act in expanding educational opportunity.

Full access to private career institutions, as well as sther institutions, however, is
not a reality. Various provisions in federal student assistance and public welfare
laws establish disincentives for many students to enroll in postsecondary training

Private institutions through private innovation and private capital will be in-
creasingly needed to serve the education needs of employers, employees, and high
school graduates. Already, corporations have expanded their in-house training to
meet those needs. Private career education i8 a similar private sector activity which
complements that corporate training, as well as traditional liberal arts training.

Thus, as analysis of the role vocational training is playing in meeting the labor
needs of the rapidly evolving American economy shows that the contributions of pri-
vate career schools and colleges are valuable for America as well as for the students
enrolled in them.

Mr. CoxeN. Thank you. I'll have my own comments subsequent-
ly, but I'll just make two brief ones, here. One is I think that in
this historical occasion, we've neglected to give Al Quie as much
credit as he deserves in terms of the 1965 legislation, although I
argued with Al Quie extensively in 1965, I thought of him as being
a great statesman on this legislation, later Governor of the State of
Minnesota, later a college president, and I really think in this his-
torical setting, Mr. Chairman, we should recognize that bipartisan
?ature of the 1965 act with Al Quie being a very, very imvortant,
actor.

Mr. Forp. I would certainly support that because in both elemen-
tary and secondary and higher education, I think the records will
show a lot of Quie compromises on the books.

Mr. CoHEN. I still think there ought to be a TGuie title in the
higher education bill or the elementary bill somewhere.

Mr. Forp. I for one would really appreciate that.

Mr. CoHEN. The other thing which I'll discuss later, which Mr.
Clohan mentioned, I am in favor of indexing all these amounts in
the higher education bill. If indexing is all right for tax reduction,

S8 1bd, p 10
“lbd,p 13
5% Daniel Gotthieb, “High Technology Training Surges,” High Technology, October 1983, p 78
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then it's all right for higher education, too, Mr. Chairman. I know
that relationship is not within the function of your committee, but
until they eliminate indexing in the tax bill, I am in favor of index-
ing all education and welfare legislation, because the adverse
impact on the economy is very gr.at.

Our ncxt witnese is Dr. Lieb from the University of Southern
California.

Dr. Lieb.

STATEMENT OF DR. IRWIN LIEB, THE BROWN FOUNDATION,
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Dr. Ligs. Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me to this cele-
bration and for permitting me to make scme comments in testimo-
ny. It's only on one or two points that I thkink I will go in a differ-
ent direction than our other colleagues.

All of us have our impatience with history. Good things are too
slow coming; bad things last too Jong. Nevertheless it is impressive
in the history of our country that education at higher and higher
levels have through the history of the country bean made available
to more and more people.

In the early part of the history of our Nation, public education
became commcn quickly, subsequently, higher education. And in
the last 100 years, and we know why, higher education has become
more accessible to larger numbers of persons at comparatively
lower costs.

The great State universities, the community college systems, and
because of massive philanthropies, our education has become acces-
sible to even more persons in private institutions.

Several remarks have been made about the accessibility of
higher education and consequence of the provisions following the
second World War. GI bill, Public Law 16, 346, and there are
dozens of ue here who are the beneficirries of those provisions.

After sputnik in 1957, messive support for research graduate
education in the NDEA programs, and since that time very large
support in what I think is a mature and wise decision to locate the
major research effort of the Nation in connection with graduate
education in our universities.

Even indeed a number of the national laboratories are under the
supervision of, sometimes the troubled supervision of, the major
American universitiea. The alternative would be strictly controlled
Government facilities and we know the record of the quality of re-
search conducted in such institutions in other nations.

The need for the Higher Educatior Act was urgent, because de-
spite all that had been done, by States and priva‘ely before, educa-
tion was still comparatively expensive, and without loans, work
study and grants, very large numbers of students, as President
Hardesty pointed out. could not have attended institutions of
higher educaticn.

When large amounts of money are expended by the governments,
Federal or State, there cre always questions whether it’s worth
that amount of money; whether its worth some amount of money a
little bit less, or in the extreme case it is not worth the money at

all.
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I am intending, by this remark, to try to block out the arena of
dispute about the reauthorization of Higher Education Act Its
clear that we need the act, and this is, as Mr. Clohan s pointed out,
the nitpicking. We're talking sbout now about the amc - t of
money in some of the provisions. What do we know about the
am}?unt of money. We don’t know exactly how much money is
right.

Mr. Cohen’s just talked about indexing and the bipartisan sup-
porters of a bill should come up with as large amount of money as
they think the; -can get effectively through the Congress When
that figure is established, we see the response by students to the
availability of funds, we try to measure the good of it, and we look
carefully for malpractice, we look carefully to see whether there’s
discrimination, whether there’s unfairness in the managemnent of
these resources.

So I would like to have as large an amount as possible and conso-
nant with this, the other side of this is to have the States do every-
thing they can to assume a greater portion of the cost of tuition
and benefits in the State universities and in the community col-
leges and likewise, there shall be an earnest effort by private insti-
tutions very suhstantially to enlarge their endowments to see that
their tuition costs are lowered.

In these disputes about how much will be authorized, several
have reported and expressed criticisms, expressing criticisms, for
example, for the very high costs of some of the private institutions,
and criticikm about some of the choice which students are allowed
to make. Choice, choice, choice, has been heard any number of
times today with respect to those criticisms.

Historically, we have a system of public and private higher edu-
cation in this country, and we hold to it not only because we have
it; we hold to it in principle.

On the second matter about choice, our concern shall be for the
development of intelligence. The chairman talked about the devel-
opment of .atelligence as a resource and so we have to think of the
dimensions of it, breadth, depth and height. The singular point
that I'm anxious to insist upon is that in this country we do not
otherwise require or discipline the distribution of intellectual re-
sources. .

It is not our way to make a gate, a bar, an entry way. Our way is
to lure by offering inducements and attractivenesses for one career
or another, and it would be completely against our traditivns of
choice to establish coercive regimes for imecllectual choice. Such
concern as we have about the choices that students and their fami-
lies make should not weigh much in the reauthorization years.

They are the very minor costs of the wearing of the gears on leg-
islation which clearly has ennobled us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Irwin C. Lieb follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF IrwiN C. Lies, UNIVERSITY oF SOUTHERN CALIPORNIA, ON
BEHALF OF THE BROWN FoUNDATION

Mr Chairman, 1 appreciate being nvited to Jjoin in this splendid celebration of the
twentieth anniversary of the Higher Education Act and to make a contribution to
these hearings
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Mr. Chairman, all of us are 1mpatient with history. Good things are too long 1n
coming and bad thin-s last too long Still, I think we should be impressed that
through our history, higher and higher levels of education have been made accessi-
ble to more and more of our society.

For the largest part of our history, states have provided for free elementary and
then secondary education. For the last one hundred years or so, especially since the
Morr.ll Act was passed, higher education has been made more accessible to us at
low or lower costs—in the great public state universities and, because of the growth
of philantropies, in the splendid private universities as well. As you know, none of
them charge their students the full cost of their educations.

. Since the Second World War, colleges, universities and the federal government
have become very closely associated There w 's massive federal support, for veterans
in the GI Bills, and after 1957, there was major federal funding for graduate re-
search and for facilities. The nation has made the sound decision that its basic re-
search shall be associated with graduate instruction, and our research universities
are our best centers for the advance of knowledge and scholarship.

In 1965, the Higher Education Act was signed by President Lyndon Jchnson on
this lovely campus where we meet to talk about its reauthorization This act, so
widely supported in the Congress, was clearly needed. Because beyond all that had
been done by the states and the private universities, higher education remained
comparatively expensive. Without the additional grants, loans, and work study sup-
port which were authorized in the Higher Education Act very many able students,
millions of students, would not have been able to afford college and university
study. They personally and the nation generally would have been diminished by
their lack of opportunity.

Whenever large amounts are appropriated there are always questions whether all
this is worthwhile or not, or whether it is worth what ha» been appropriated. In the
case of appropriations for higher education we have no good measuree for the worth,
none for the social worth, though the gross figures are impressive and obvious, and
there are no measures of the personal enrichments of higher eductttion. How much
should be appropriated? The number should be the only arena for dispute. And over
the number, we have no fine answers finally Our best course, then, reflecting on
the achievements during the twenty years of the Act, is to establish a further
figure, consider how it suits the growing need and aspiration for higher education,
judge, where we cannot measure, the personal and social goods of the reauthoriza-
t;:m, and be alert to signs to unfairness and discrimination in the administration of
‘he act.

My view, of course, is that Subcommittee should press for a very large figure, as
large a number as possible, consonant with support for other federal educational
programs and other of our national needs. At the same time, the states should con-
tinue their efforts to make higher education even more accessible by reducing its
costs and, in great earnestness, the private universities should continue their efforts
to enlarge their endowments and, if possible, reduce their tuitions

In the critical discussions of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act,
there have been two notes which I have found especially troubling. I would like to
close by commenting on them.

The first is that Highe: Education Act funds have been used in support of stu-
dents at expensive privawe universities, as if the Act were being misused to support

rivate universities, even though the Act was imitially and 1n its reauthonzations
Intended to allow eligible students a choice of their college or university.

The second note is the complaint that too many students are choosing wrong sub-
jects for study and that the nation is not getting the social good 1t should from the
preparations 1t is helping to support

On the first note, we knnw historically how we have come to have a system of
orivate and public higher education. We also know and approve f the principles for
- maintaining it It would be politically and socially devisive. to act against either the

private or the public universities. They challenge and support one another 1 hope it
will be plain that we should sustain them both.

On the matter of choice—and we hear more and more about ~hoice—our concern

. 18 for the development in our nation of the resource of intelhgence. We want
breadth of cultivated 1intelligence in our society, we want depth in our intelligence,
and we aspire to heightened 1ntelligenece as well But we do not as a nation require
or discipline the distribution of intelligence Some other countries do Our way 1s
not to make gates or channels and to prescribe who and how many shall go into
each one Our way is to offer lures for choice, in the prospect of careers and the
other goods which might inspire us. Our way has its inefficiencies, and 1t sometimes
has painful social and personal consequences. But it has the great and, fortunately,
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still affordable merit of nurturing personal responsibilities It would go against our
tradition and our values to establish coercive regimes for the distribution of intelli-
gence

Such concern as we may have about the choices our students make should there-
fore not weigh much 1n the discussions over the reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act. Such concern, where it is appropriate at all, 1s a minor crease in a piece
of legislation which clearly enobles us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CoHEN. Before we can go on, I'd like to note that we have
been joined by our Congressman and my dear friend, Jake Pickle of
this area, and iI'm relieved to know that Jake arrives fresh from
Washington, to tell me that he and I don’t have to be in conference
on Gramm-Rudman until about Tuesday, and the first resolution
passed. And that took a great weight o& me. I thought they were
doing it while I was gone and not protecting your intvrests.

He’s not only been a gcod friend of mine for all of my days down
there, but he was really apprope for this occasion an interpreter of
Lyndon Johnson to me.

And if you want a real devious entertainment, you should have
Jake describe sometime the rare occasions when he played golf
President Johnsor., something that he did occasionally that nobody
ever knew about.

But Jake is also my nezt door neighbor, offices are side by side.
We find our staff borrowing not cups of sugar but all kinds ofy other
necessities with which other resources positively and he is a sup-
rorter of the role of higher education.

Wofl}lld you like to make a comment, Jake at this point, before we
go on?

STATEMENT OF HON. J.J. “JAKE” PICKLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. PickLE. That is a dangerous thing to ask a public official.

Congressman Ford, I do appreciate your invitation to come and
Join you here at the table and to say hello to the panel. And it's a
very disting-.:shed group here, and I'm going to be anxious to read
your testimony. Congressman Ford said that you've had some out-
standing witnesses and some statements made in the cause of
higher education, so I'm pleased to be here with you.

Let me just say this to you, Mr. Ford. The conferees did not meet
yesterday afternoon, and by the time we learned that, it was too
late to come to join you yesterday and I'm sorry that I couldn't.
But the thought did cross my mind as you were making your pre-
liminary report, that some 7 years ago, or more, we introduced to
Congress and passed a bill cafl'ed the Impoundment Act. I was the
author of that bill.

We were protesting at President Nixon at that time, for taking
money that we appropriated, and just at his choice actually im-
pounding it and not spending it. I was author of that bill and when
it got to the full committee, it became the Budget Referral ana . -
poundm.ent Act.

So now that we're involved in the Gramm-Rudman find myself
back in part of the same controversy we had years ago. But the in-
teresting thing to recall was that I got into it because Bill Ford
says, why don't you sponsor that bill, and I did as much at his in-
sistence as mucb as anybody’s. You talking about a believable
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southerner advancing the cause of education, but it was a good
measure and now we are challenged again, Bill, to try to preserve
the principle that we were trying to expound back then so now
that you've had your conference, I'll look forward to working with
you next week.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Forp. Thank vou, Jake. You still are the legislator that I
want on my side anvy time I can get you.

Mr. CoHenN. OK. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, is Joe L.
McCormick, of the Texas Guaranteed Student Loan Corp.

So, Mr. McCormick, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOE L. McCORMICK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
TEXAS GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN CORP.

Mr. McCormicK. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

I appreciate very much the opportunity, Chairman Ford, to
appear and to share a few words with you today concerning the
celebration of the 20th anniversary of the signing of the Higher
Education Act of 1965. I feel extremely humble and inadequate to
follow such distinguished speakers, particularly with the eloquence
and the expertise that they have brought to this process over these
past Z0 years.

I'm not capable, nor would I even attempt to address some of the
issues here today from that of a policymaker, but I am in a sense, a
product of what you have done. I received a national direct student
loan; I received a guaranteed student loau; and I received an edu-
cation beyond high school.

And I do have a rare opportunity afforded me, as I was sitting
here thinking about it; I have a large number of the principal play-
ers here that I can publicly and personally thank for the action
that you took in 1965 so that I didn’t have to stay on the plains of
west Texas following a plow around all day, and I sincerely appre-
ciate that.

But as I said, I can’t speak to you from the lofty plain of policy,
but I can speak to you from front line of a financial aid administra-
tor who has tried to carry out the wishes of that act and the inter .
of Congress. And, to some extent, when we found it absolutely nec-
essary, the direction of the Department of Education, but hopefully
always in the spirit of trying to serve the students that that act
was intended for.

This is truly a cause for celebration here on this 20th anniversa-
ry and I was deeply excited when President Hardesty invited us to
participate in this because I would just share with you in the some
17 years that I've been a financial aid administrator and now an
administrator of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. You can’t
put into words, and you cannot put into even ceremonies or events
commemorating such an act, what it means to a black mother from
Itta Bena, MS, who's sitting in your office and being explained for
the first time in her life, that her daughter can actually go to col-
lege, and she did not know that.

And to see the tears of joy that stream down her face realizing
that that daughter of hers will be the first generation to receive
the higher education.
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Or a young man who falls « ¢ irom behird a cafeteria line and
said, Mr. McCormick, do you remember m.? Said, I took a culinary
arts course when you were at Oklahoma State Tech. I now manage
this cafeteria, and if I hadn’t got financial aid from you back then
in Oklahoma, I wou.idr’t have this job today.

Or what it mear.s to a mother of three kids who’s a single parent
and who .s trying to scrape by with a secretarial wage and now she
has a masters degree and works for General Electric and makes a
livable .vage, and the joy on her face, knowing that she is not de-
pendent on anyone, and that she is a taxpayer and a producer in
this society.

That is the true reality of the Higher Education Act of 1965, that
we somehow do not articulate very well in the decisions that we
make regarding policy. I am extremely encouraged by hearing such
words as access and choice and the remarks of Chairman Ford
when he said equal educational opportunity.

The fear of budget deficits and national debt have almost made
those words silent in many of the meetings that I attend across the
country, and people are almost intimidated to ask the question, as
Dr. Lieb dia: Well how much is enough?

And I applaud Chairman Ford and the work of his subcommittee
in their appros.ch to reauthorization, that, hopefully, maybe by the
time this prccess is over, reauthorization is more than just reau-
thorization, but it is a reaffirmation and a rededication of the
proper role of the Federal Government in providing postsecondary
opportunities to our young people.

And I hope, in doing that, C. ngress will address certain concerns
that many of us have. The direction of our current administration
to have a Federal role that is less, not riore—and let’s make no
mistake about it. Even though the v'ords of Secre *-, y Kimberling
were very encouragi‘.g, he does not make the final decision of that
administration on the course or the direction that they will take.

And their drive to balance the budget and to legislate by ruxula-
tion what they cannot get legislated by law. And if you’il look at
some of the regulations that they are proposing and have proposed
on us, there is definitely the trend, there is definitely the direction
of less, and not more Federal involvement. And I hope Congress
can reaffirm the fundamental soundness of the title IV student as-
sistance programs in this resutbzrization process and change that
direction.

Second, I appreciate Mr. Clohan’s remarks about addressing the
imbalance between loans and grants. I represent a guarantee
agency, but I am not here in the business of trying to make more
loans. I am here, hopefully, to try to provide access when all forms
of grant assistance, schclarships, student employment have run
out. The statistics have been mentioned that 10 years ago, 42 per-
cent of the total a’d package of a student was in the form of gift
aid, and now it’s less than 20 percent.

I would share witih you some statistics that Mr. Allen Erwin, the
director of financial aid at Southwest Texas State, here, gave to me
today that 1eemphasize that. Of the total of over $14 million that
was made available to students in the 1984-85 year at Southwest
Texas State, over half, $7.2 million of that was in the form of loans.
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Only $3.3 million of it was in the form of grant aid. That is a
serious imbalance and we need to be about the business of adding
to the grant side and addressing that imbalance. The charge has
been made by the Secretary of Education that too many young
people from families of over $100,000 receive guaranteed student
loars. In the 1984-85 yer - in the Texas Guaranteed Student Loan
Program, we had over 103,006 Joans made to siudents. Nine loans
were made to families with incomes in excess of $100,000 and of
those nine families, there were 11 children in the family. There
were at least two in college, and they were eligible for that guaran-
teed student loan.

And so I think we need to put things in their proper perspective
as we look at the reauthorization.

Third, there needs to bz a greater simplification of these pro-
grams. And we get too hung up and I agree with Dr. Lieb, on the
mechanics of these programs and too involved in the administra-
tive burden to administer these programs and we need to come to
the table and work out more simplistic ways to deliver the student
aid that is available here. The overregulation, really, of the Depart-
ment of Education, is forcin~ the Congress to be more specific in its
legislation instead of being .. ure broad, and allowing those of us
who administer tiiese programs to interpret.

And brought to mind, again, as so eloquently stated by Dr. Lieb,
is just how much is enough. We can sit here and talk until we're
blue in the face about all the different ways that you can construct
a guaianteed student loan program, but the bottom line is, the
American people have to make a decision through their elected of-
ficials as .0 how much money they are willing to invest in the
future of the young people in this country.

And I would like to close my remarks, I think, very appropriate-
ly, sharing with you some words of President Lvndon Johnson,
when he said:

But none of what we have achieved 1s self-executed. Laws that require equal jus-
tice must be enforced Programs must be funced An education act cannot teach a
single child, a housing act cannot give shelter to a single family, nor can a manpow-
er act provide a single job, nor can a civil rights act give one human being the digm-

ty and respect he deserves. The real test of our commitment is whether we are will-
ing to achieve over a period of years what those acts only promise

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
{The prepared statement of Joe L. McCormick follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT GF JoE L McCorm:ck, ExecuTive DIRECTOR, TEXAS
GUARANTEED STUDENT LoAN CORPORATION

The occasion of the 20th Anniversary of the signing of the Higher Education Act
marks a milestone 1n one of the most significant educational legislative events in
American history It is most timely 1n view of the current Administration’s attitude
toward federal student fins ncial aid programs and the pending reauthorization of
the At itself, which 1s pe-haps one of the most important issues presently facing
the country. As Congress debates the federal future in postsecondary education, it is
most appropriate to recall the words of President Lyndon B Johnson

“But none of what we have achieved is se'f-executed Laws that require equal jus-
tice must be enforced. Programs must be funded An education act cannot teach a
single c! ild, a housing act cannot give shelter to a single family, nor can a manpow-
er aci provide a single Job, nor can a civil rights act give one human being the digni-
ty and respect he deserves. The real test of our commitment 1s whether we are will-
ing to p-hieve over a period of years what those ucts only promise ”
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ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN THE FINANCING OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

This 1ssue has generated as much heated discussion among equcators, politicians,
bureaucrats and other interested parties as any in the past quarrer of a century My
view of the matter 18 sumple; the role of the federal government in the financing of
American postsecondary education 1s basic and critical to that engeavor Prior to
1945, postsecondary education was primarily available to an elite minority cor;:rosed
of the intellectually gifted and or those able to pay 1ts costs. This has changed dra-
matically in terms of both phiosopky and practice. Beginning with the G.I Bill of
Rights and continuing with the Higher Education Act of 1965, the federal contribu-
tion to postsecondary financing has been largely responsible for this change, and it
has changed the basic postsecondary attendance pattern in this country. Its continu- v
ng support 18 critical tc the future of American postsecondary education.

While the federal government does not account for the majority of postsecondary
reve,.":es, its contribution is sigmficant. More 1mportantly, however, it provides the
founda. "n and national perspective upon which other efforts are built. Only the .
federal government has the resources, revenues and ability to effectively address
the most pressing pestsecorndary educaticn issue of the day—the assurance of equal
educational opportunity through the provision of equal postsecondary access for all
who want andPZan profit from 1t—on a consistent and national basis Providing
equity in terms of access and choice for all citizens in a diverse system of postsec-
ondary learning is a role only the federal government can perform.

The most direct and pervasive tool that the federal government has used to meet
its obligation in postsecondary financing has been financia! assistance to students
In 1984-85, federal funds awarded to collefe. university, and vocational-technica
students will total approximately $14.2 billion (The College Board, 1985). While
debate has raged for years with iegard to the form that the federal contribution to
postsecoridary education should take (ranging from direct aid to institutions to tax
credit for parents), the clear and consistent choice has been the provisioni of finar
cial assistance Cirectly to students.

This choice is logical within the frame vork of our society. We rely heavily on the
freedom of the individual. Providing funds directly to the student consumer allows
that individual to make decisions about the postsecondary institution thet nest
meets his/her needs. It also respects the .. dent’s ability to make that choice on a
sound basis The emphasss is on the individua and his or her choices, not on institu-
tions, governments or other entities. In addition, such a focus may indirectly (or di-
rectly) facilitate the increased efficiency of postsecondary institiutions. They must
now compete for students in a .2al sense, 80 their programs and services must be
tailored to societal demands and individual requirements

Federal participation 1n postsecondary financing has reflected the alteration of a
national philosophical approach to postsecondary education—from the education of
a selective few to the more democratic, broader based provision of postsecondary
education t» all who want and can benefit from it. The Higher Education Act of
1965 was a n.3jor step in the piocess of providing student financial aid directly to
students. This innovation has financed or helped to finance nostsecondary education
for hterallf' mullions of students who may not otherw:se have been able to acquire

o

1t9 8’é‘he following table indicates the significance of that endeavor (College Board,
1985
Federal a1d awarded to postsecondury students in current dollars

Milhons
1980-B1 .. ... o s e e e . 14,164
1981-82.... - e e e e e - .oee . 14,785
1982-83 (estimated) . e e e e e e e e 12,999
1983-84 (estimated). .. ... ... . . L e e 13,825
1984-85 (estirwated) . ... oo . ot e . e e e e e e 14,148

The government s outlay in this area has not been an expense, but rather an in-
vestment in human capital and the future, This investment has paid and is paying
dramatic divirlends 1n terms of its impact on society and individuals. It is difficult to
argue that a broadly educated populace does not yield significant benefits for Amer-
1can society, ranging from enhanced revenues through increased income taxes from
individuals who enjoy their higher earnings, to better educated personnel for the
rational defense effort, to a heaithier national economy as a whole. And, as Thomas
Jefferson stated: “An educated people is the best guardian of democracy. On the in-
dividual level, millions of lives have been altered and enriched through the provi-
sion of these funds. Tndividual examples of this fact abound in every institutional
financial aid office in the country Consequently, the federal government’s role in
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the financing of postsecondar: education clearly seems basic and firmly estabushed.
And the chosen direction of providing aid to students instead of institutions or in
some other form has been the most effective and efficient approach.

In fact, this approach undergirds the philosophical position of educating the
masses beyond high school according to individual interests and needs and, 25 such,
it represents a uniquely democratic experiment :n Western Civilization.

At the present time this effort 1s under direct attack. There 1s a strong attempt to
alter the role of the federal government in postsecondary financing to less, rather
than more, participation. This is diametrically opposed to a course set over the past
forty, and especially the last twenty, years. Though put forth in the spint of deficit
reduction, balanced budgets, and sound fiscal policy, it is an ill considered, short-
sighted attempt thay will prove itself imprudent in the long run. One must be fear-
ful of the effect on society, the economy and individual Americans if it 1s successful.

4 PARTNERSHIP

It has been said often, and correctly, that the provision and delivery of student
aid s a partnership composed of tsecondary institutions, the private sector,
states, ard the federal guvernment ’Ipl?:re has been much dialogue about the respec-
tive roles of each constituent I have indicated earlier than the role of the federal
government is basic and most pervasive It provides (or ought to provide) a founda-
tion, an overall perspective, and a consistent thrust in tevms of equal opportunity
and access. This permeates the entire system, and so it is interwoven with the roles
of the other partners in the process.

Unfortunately, the partnersh.ip has steadily detcriorated as the regulatory process
has expanded in conjunction with the Deparument of Education’s evolving percep-
tion of itself as proprietor rather than major partner. This 1s unfortunate, because if
the grgcdess is to work the combined and supportive efforts of all the partners will be
required.

Part of the current problem with American student financial aid is its fragmenta-
tion. Historically, it has proliferated in various ways in various places. The federal
government processes Pell Grants programs, institutions administer campus-based
programs, states admunister their own grant and scholarship programs as well as
the Guaranteed Student Loen (GSL) and Parent Loan (PL ‘Se)edprograms Private
need analysis services perform a role by estimating financial n for students. The
result is a complex, fragmented, and somewhat confused delivery system for student
financial aid. There 18 a real need for more standardization and uniformity 1n the
system. However, this has traditionally been resisted by almost all in the higher
education community beceuse of their perceived needs for institutionally-based flexi-
bility

It would seem that the states could perform a more sctive and producti » role
with regard to the coordination of this system. States stand between the federal gov-
ernment, with 1ts national perspective, and individual tsecondary institutions
with thel: diverse perspectives and otjectives. Consequently, states are in a singular
position o respond to the national purpose, their own unique neads, and individual
institutior.: ! perspectives.

Specific. :ly, states can help reduce the number of partners and complexities in
the system by assuming and consolidating the need analysis, training, and commu-
nications functions of the privatc services. Both the data required and the calcula-
tion employed in need aralysis could and should be greatly sim,lified. This particu-
lar component vouid then be a logical function of the states, as would a more active
role in coordinating and, or delivering student aid. Standard, state-by-state applica-
tion/need analysis forms s.nd processzes for all types of student aid may be logical.
Assurance of consistent #nd accurate program admimstration within their borders
may also be a state funr.ion.

That states can pluy a productive role in program coordination and denvery has
been demonstrates. through the success of the SSIG Program and, most dramatical-
ly, the performence of the GSL/PLUS programs after the g:saage of the 197,
Higher Esucatiox. Amendments. This capability can be put to better use in the de-
hvery process. The federal government, then, provides the bulk of the funds and the
national leadership. The states could provide an inte mediary and coordinating
function beyond wgat is presently being performed, anc the postsecondary institu-
tions are in the hest position to deal with individual students and their own institu-
tional goals

This would seem to be on effective app- oach. In order for it .0 be workab.e, the
federal government would need to beco.ie more prescrip.'v< rather than proscrip-
tive with regard to its regulatory ove.sight. States would have to be given a more
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active role in delivery and institutions would hav. to retain their ability to finally
resolve delivery problems with individual students

PKOGRAM PURPOSES AMD FORM

Federal student aid programs have grown up over a period of years They have
been legislated for a varety of purposes Historically, these purposes have ranged
from national defense, to the war on poverty, to assisting middle and upper income
families. Consequently, there are a variety of programs with a vanety of purposes,
and some of these purposes have shifted with shifting national political and/or eco-
nornac trends

However, most authorities would agree that the major purposes for “~ancial aid
since 1965 can be described as follows:

1 Access—to provide postsecondary educational opportunity to all those who wish
it and can profit from it, regardless of their financial constraints

2 Chotce—to provide a student with cpportunity to attend a postsecondary insti-
tution best suited to his or her unique interests, abilities and/or needs, regardless of
cost

3 Persistence—to allow a student to pursue and complete their postsecondary edu-
cation, regardless of financial constraints

While current programs do generally address these three purposes, they are some-
what 1nefficient because of their diverse and proliferated nature For instance, there
1s one major loan program, the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) Prograr and one
manor, nstitutionally based loan program, the National Direct Stucent Loan
(NDSL) Program There is a major grant program, the Pell Grant Progiam, and two
mnor grant programs, the Supplemental Opportunity Grant (SEOG) Program, and
the State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) Program There is one major work pro-
gram, the College Work Study (CWS) Program. These programs are delivered in a
variety of ways.

It would seem to make sense to consolidate and streamline these programs in the
following ways. Collapse NDSL and GSL/PLUS into one loan program NDSL funds
already on hand and to be collected 1n the future could be retained by institutions
and used as rev ' ‘ng loan funds. However, there would be no additional federal
capital contribution, and there would be a single loan program funded and operated
essentially as the GSL/PLUS programs are currently run. This would be fiscally
prudent, less confusing in terms of forms, communication, and procedures, and more
efficient in terms of administration It wonld save educationa: instivutions the cost
of administering and collecting additional NDSL funds It would also have the ad-
vantage of placing all loans under the umbrella of guarantee All subs:dized loans
should then be awarded on the basis of need. Nonsubsidized loans would be made to
those not qualifying on that basis.

An analysis by *'-~ Tovag Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation indicates that
there would be no loss of student loan access under this plan, as each GSL/PLUS
lender would only have to average fewer than 6 more loans per year to replace the
lost NDSL federal capital ¢ontribution

The Pell Grant, SEOG an! SSIG Programs should be collapsed into one grant pro-
gram, but 1t should be fundea at a much higher leve' than tha: afforded to the cur-
rent combination of programs. There 1s a substantial imbalance in the proportion of
loans and grants currently being awarded, as the following table indicates (The Col-
lege Board, 1985)
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This imbalance 1s due 1n part to a shortage ot grant tunds and, in part, to conven-
ience borrowing by students responding to cheap marketing gimmicks by some lend-
ers It must be addressed, as 1t has serious ramifications for individual student debt
burdens as well as the administrative cost of loan programs. It may also have rami-
fications for the motivation of students matriculating to postsecurdary education
The prospect of a substantial debt burden may well deter many from doing so.

In accelerating the funding of a single, major grant program, there would also be
an opportunity to more adequately distnbute funds 1n refation to actual costs For
example, 1f a student weie eligible for a $1,000 grant at a school with costs totaling
$5,000, the same student could be eligible for a $2,000 grant at a school with costs
totaling $10,000 It seems logical, 1n terms of the choice objective, that aid awarded
should consistently bear some proportional relationsh;- *o costs incurred.

Such program consolidation and streamlining would go a long way toward reduc-
ing forms, redundant process, and confusion to the student consumer It woula also
enable the programs to be more effectively targeted so as to better meet their objec-
tives And administrative costs should be reduced in several areas States, as previ-
ously sugge .ed, could serve a coordinating role, based on program objectives and
target populations in the postsecondary ins*stitions within their junisdictions.

All of the programs ought to be available on the basis of entitlement and snould
be funded accordingly Together with the suggestions offered above, this would
greatly simplhfy the setting and addressing cf program objectives, enhance public
understanding of the programs, and positively impact program simplification, an
1ssue which is 1n critical need of attention

THe STUDENT AID DELIVERY SYSTEM

Another major problem with the current student aid system 1s the mass of pro-
gram rules and regulations. ("onsolidation of programs would help this if it 1s ac-
companied Ly a less restrictive Department of Education awut. ue which translates
into fewer regulatory constraints. Currently, this 1s not the case more restriction,
coupled with an almost chinical parancia about “fraud and abuse”, is confounding
the administration of the programs and related delivery system

A major problem with the current student financial aid system is its delivery
component Because the programs have been diverse and fragmented, the delivery
system has been plurahstic and complex The system itself tends to add to the con-
fusion 1n nterpreting program purpose(s) and the targeting of aid. Moreover, the
system 1s confusing anu complex to the student consumer and may, to some extent,
deter applicants.

Financial aid is delivered in at least three major ways: (1) the federal government
delivers the Pell Crant; (2) campus based programs are delivered through institu-
tions: and (3) GSL/PLUS and some grant/scholarship funds are delivered at the
state level Applications vary with these approaches Indeed, applications may vary
from institution to institution Information tends to become confused, a..1 coordina
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tion 1s frequently a problem One authonity has called it . a complir ated ap-
plication and delivery system that has far too many problems to be understood read-
ily by parents and student " (Martin, 1980, p. 92} Another authority (Doyle,
1985), analyzing the system as a whole, put 1t this way

“Today's system is costly, complex and cumbersome Few understand how 1t
works Moreover, defaults and abuse jeopardize the system s financial and intellec-
tual integrity Together, these traits put the system at risk Most important, the sys-
tem's purposes are no longer clear Its original objective was commendable—access
for the poor. The second commendable objective was choice among and between
public ard private institutions. But as analyst Chester E Finn, Jr., now Assistant
Secretary of Education for Education Research and Improvement has wryly ob-
served, a third objective has crept into the system comfort”

Dopyle's assessment seems particularly timely and astute. } »w participants in the
financial aid process are “comfortable” with how it is working. Clearly, the system
is complicated and confusing. It needs to be simplified, brought 11to the 20th centu-
ry. The technology exists to do this, the reasons for not doing 1t a-e mainly territori-
al and political. These need to be addressed, as the problems in student aid delivery
must be deslt with objectively.

What should be dore to make the student aid process and delivery system more
simple and effective? Constituencies in the student aid community have been debat-
1ng this issue for some time with limited success This is not surprising, as there are
many partners in the process, each with their own perspecuve and interests How-
ever it seems evident that the following would greatly enhance the system:

1. There should be only one application for all forms of federal student aid. The
argument ahout this has raged for years. The problem has been i the perception of
the various constituencies, where data requirements often vary. However, minimum
data requirement - (not preferences) sre for all forms of federal financial aid can ard
should be determined These minimura requirements should be reflected on the ap-
plication, along with a minumum of required instructions. The application shouid
then be mandated as a requirement for all federal student aid

2 There should be one need analysis system for all forms of federal financia} aid
and all federal aid applicants should undergo need analysis. It should be closely tied
to the federal .ncome tax form This 18 similar to the application issue. There are
varying perceptions with regard to what a need analysis should reflect (i.e. ration-
ing of funds vs ‘“‘ability to pay”) T'us issve should be settled. Ir fact, it is possible
to both assess “ability to pay” and to ration funds with the same system. These two
concepts should be conscionsly dealt with The systam shculd reguire only the min-
mal amount of data to perform the anaiysis, and reed analysis should be applied 10
all federal financial aid programs in the interest of access and program funding.

3. Student need analysis should be processed centrally or through the states. Pn-
vate need analysis firms represent an unnecessary cost, a duplication of effort, and
a lack of control that the system can do without. It would be more efficient and
effective to delete their role in the delivery procese

4 Automation should be a major concern in the delivery process. While some
progress has been made in this area, it has been limited. In order to deal with the
number and complexity of aid issues, increased automation must be & component of
the system Technology exists to permit the transfer of not only dollars, but also
data, on an almost instantaneous basis. Technology exists to permit termnal
networking for the accessing and manipulation of data files. Technology exists to
permit the use of personal computers to effectively support informational and proc-
essing needs in financial aid offices and agencies Yet the apolication of these tech-
nologier seems to be slow in coming ‘o student aid. This must chaage or the system
will become archaic

5 There should be a more effective. system for the planning, reporting and evalua-
tion of the programs. Planning in student aid has ‘raditionally not been a thought-
ful, formalized process. Reporting and evaluation have not been timely or effective
For the federal programs, these are the functions of the federal government. Data
for these purposes should be clearly defined, kept to a minimum, and integrated
into a management information database that 18 utilized on a timely basis Better
defined and implemented planning, reporting and evaluation processes, along with
the implementation and use of a state-of-the-art management information system,
will greatly enhance the delivery system and the programs in general.

ere needs to be better quality control for institutiona participation It has
been clear that there is a wide vanation 1n institutional administration of federal
aid programs The monitoring of and dealing with problem institutions, in rerms of
continued participation, has lagged ~onsiderably in the past, and stricter scrutiny
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with regard to imtial institutional participation would be very helpful in ensuring
the effective use of funds

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The role of the federal government 1n , ~stsecondary education financing 1s basic.
It provides the national foundation upon which other efforts may be built It pro-
vides this foundation primarily through financial aid for students

There are problems in the current aid programs and their reiated delivery
system. These problems have occurred because of the traditional diversity of the
programs and the concomitant pluralistic delivery systems attached to them.

It has been suggested that some solutions to these problems involve such things as
a realignment of the partnership functions in student aid to include (1) the acknowl-
ecgement of the federal government’s key role; (2) the delegation of more responsi-
bility for coordinatior. of aid and aid processes to the states; and (3) the reaffirma-
tion of the institution’s role in dealing with and resolving problems with individuai
students. It was also suggested that prcgram consolidation would enhance as well as
simplify the delivery process, its forms, and its procedures. The need for increased
automation in delivery was stress, along with more effective program planning, re-
porting, evaluation, and quality control for institiitional participation in the pro-
grams.

In the following paragraphs, I will make a recommendation with regard to a for-
malized procedure for delaing with the student aid process in general. However,
before doing so, I weuld point out that for any procedure to be effective, it is of crit:-
cal importance that .he federal government define a national policy for its role 1n
the financing of postsecondary education.

As Congressman Augustus F. Hawkins has stated

“The single change in government policy that would most benefit higher educa-
tion would be the establishment of a coherent education policy.

“Right now there 1s absolutely no national education policy Instead, over the past
four years, the Reagan Administration has pursued a course of action that has un-
dermined the nation’s schools, colleges, and universities. A White House policy that
has the support of the Congress and that 15 committed to excellence—a policy that
recognizes the benefits to the nation of equal access to collzges and universities re-
gardless of race, color, national origin or economic status—would, 1n my viewpoint,
most benefit higher education. All students must be given the opportunity to devel-
op the individual talents to the utmost

“The Admimstration and the Congress must recognize that the investr.ent in edu-
cation 1s as important to the nation’s well-being as any policy decisior We cannot
compete with other countries by cutting back on educaiton spending, particularly
when the basis of this compettion 1s concentrated on the acquisi* on and use of
knuwledge

“A renewal of the federal governinent’s commitment and an emphasi, on the ben-
efits of higher education 1nstead cf the costs would greatly benefit the nation”

While we have discussed this role in terms of some program objectives that have
evolved over a period of time, a national policy to guide the setting of objectives and
the related program funding has never been directly and totally addressed. In the
face of reauthorization now would be an opportune time to more clee-ly define na-
tional policy, and the related federal role, in the financing of postsecondary educa-
tion A major policy 13sue would logically have to be how much of our federel treas-
iry can or sliould [‘;e invested in postsecondary education? This question should re-
ceive the same kind of searching consideration as is given to che issue of national
defense funding In th. long term, it may be just as important an 1ssue, if not more
S0

A recommendation ‘or general improvement in the overall student aid process,
given a clearly defined national policy, might be the implemer ation of a formalized
procedure as follows’

1. Define program purposes and objectives. Usually these have been defined er-
ratically and in a short period of time. The; liave been dramatically influenced by
the political and economic variables of the time. While these variables are certainly
important and should be considered, they sometimes result in expedient, short-term
actions Perhaps in the face of reauthorization, it is time to take the time and make
the effort to re-think and re-define the program purposes and objectives within a
long-term perspective

2 Program the purpose- and objectives Tins again suggests taking a long-term
rlanning approach to the programs and implementing a formalized planning proc-
ess in order to do it
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3 Legslate the results When program purposes and objectives are agreed upon
and articulated and a plan 18 tormalized for their implementation, legislation needs
to be wriiten to reflect them. This may i..volve creating new programs, consolidat-
ing programs or simply revising existing programs

4 Delivering the program With the appropriate legislation, a delivery system
that would address Fogram purposes and objectives as reflected 1n the | ation
can be defined and implemented The criteria for the delivery system should include
(a) simplicity; (bj clarity of understanding; (c) efficiency, and (d) effectiveness

5. Monitoring and evaluating. Ongoing monitering processes should be impleraent-

needed adjustments in the next plannirg cycle.

current time, the federal government’s traditional role in the financing of
Postsecondary education 1s being severely threateried. While there ig clearly a need
to re-think, re-tone, and enhance the programs and their processes to make them as
efficient and cost-effective as possible, ther record would seem to suggest that a
drastic reduction in the programs would appear unwise in the long-term. The pro-

s Congressman William D. Ford, Chairman of the House Sabcommuttee on Post-
secondary Education, put it “Eveiy penny that we invest in education will, depend-
ing on how it's spent and with whom, produce some benefit Some of us could argue
that there is nothing that the federal government invests its morey in that pays off
as surely and as well We're not spending money on education, we're investing
money in education.”

Now is a critical period n determining the future of the federal government’s role
in the financing of postsecondary cducation The programs have been important to
the nation in the past, and now is not the ume for the federal government to abro-
gate 1t's responsibility in this area

Congressman Ford's recommendat-ons for re-authorization seem to be a good start
in the direction of a stony federal commitment to postsecondary education for thig
country Indeed, now 15 the time to review and refurbish the programs and tneir
process ard for the federal government to provide strong, continuing leadership in
this effort We must recommit ourselves to our 40 vear nationa) effort to make sure
that. as President Johnson suggested, every American boy and girl can get “All the
education he (or =he) can handle " If we do this here today, and if we ;.ursue thig
commitment in C. _ress and on our campuses, our nation’s future will be far better
and brighter
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Mr. CoHen. Mr. Chairman, I'll allocate myself a few seconds,
now. I'd like to intruduce four or five points that haven’t been dis.
cussed.

Fi:st, Mr. Kimberling, this morning, talked about 6.9 percent of
t} - GNP going tn education, but Mr. Califano and I wiﬁe tell you
that 10.5 percent of the GNP goes to health aad what's going to
happen in this country if we don’t have a better allocation of re-
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sources, is we're going to go up t> 12 percent for the GNP, if Mr.
Califano isn’t completely successful in driving down my cost con-
tainment health, and we're going to go down to 6 percent for edu-
cation.

That's the way the situation looks right now if you look at both
of these two programs. Now, in my opinion, after studying it care-
fully, I believe that we need about & percent of the GNP for educa-
tion to do a decent job in the future, : "d 1 would hope that we
could get down to about 9 to 10 percent of the GNP for health, if
we had a proper cost constraint program in this Congress, which
the Congress refuses to enact.

And unless Congress enacts a good cost constraint progrum, and
I agree with Mr. Califano, that that ought to be put on the admin-
istrative burden of the States rather than the Federal Government.
As we proposed originally, you're not going te get enough money
for education 5 or 10 years from now, because health costs are
going to run the education costs of this country down, down, down.

So I believe that that was one of the reasons why I tock the posi-
tion that health and education ought to stay together in the same
cabinet. President Carter overruled me on that. I gave him a long
memo which I think is still pertaining, but I'd say that unless—
there was one question that Mr. Califano and 1 were bcth over-
ruled decisively on the question, but it was greatly overlookeu in
this company and in the Congress, the interrelationship between
health and education benefits.

Now, let me give you a second point. When we devised the Medi-
care program and the ed'ication program for the Kennedy-Johnson
administration, we saw inem as interrelated Why? Beczuse Medi-
care took off the backs of the young people taking care of their par-
ents so they can put more money into taking care of their children
to go to college. That was the reason why Medicare was so success-
ful politically, despite the overwhelming opposition of the AMA, be-
cause people saw Medicare as a proeducation program.

And what tke Johnson administration did was twofold: took off
the backs of the American people a major part of the cost of taking
care of their parenws along with Social Security so they could send
more of their girls and their boys to college, and at the same time,
give more money for loans and grants. The interrelationship be-
tween the health costs and the education costs is sorely overlooked
in my opinion in this country, both by Congress, the execuiive
branch, and everybody that pertains to it.

I would like to see a more careful interrelationship because I be-
lieve that as the population ages, health costs are going to go up
because there are going to be more older people, they will not want
to spend as much, especially on the property tax, on elementary
and secondary education, and unlesc some proper allocation is
worked out, you're going to find yourselves in the year 2000 or year
2010 with not enough money on education and maybe 50 percent
more on health than is necessary for proper health programs.

And I want to say a second point tflat you have grought out, be-
cause I see it, and I'll say this: I'm a dyed-in-the wool Democrat;
I've raised my childrer as Democrats, but I'm going to tell my
grand children to become Republicans, and the reason for tnat is,
the riore money is spent on education, the more Republicans ycu
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make in this covntry. Sixty percent of college graduates are Repub-
licans. I want my grand chiidren to become Republicans so they
can bore from within the Republican Party to make them more lib-
eral That’s the only way I can see in the future, that—[applause]—
that we could influence the Republicean Party because what the
Democrats have done in the last 30 years is make more Republi-
cans.

The work of the whole committee, Mr. Ford, has been the pover-
ty program, the education program, the Medicare program. We
made people more affluent. As they've gotten more affluent,
they’ve become Republicans. So I'm going to tell my four grandchil-
dren, don’t do what vour grandpa did, and become a Democrat;
become a Republican because then you can have more political
power and more influence.

0o, if you want to influence your people in Congress, tell them
that what you're doing, Mr. Ford, is making a lot more Republi-
cans.

My next point is this: I don’t think we’ve given enough attention
in this discussion to the work-study program. We haven’t even
mentioned it. Now, when we presented the work-study program to
President Johnson, all we had to say, Mr. Pickle, was, this is a
modern version of the NYA program. We didn’t need to have any
more discussion with President Johnson about work-study, tnan
that simple sentence, and I think you'd und=rstand that, too.

I believe that the work-study program is underemphasized in
your program, Mr. Ford. I'd put more money, I'd take away some
of the money from loans and grants, and put’it into the wor -study
program. Because I believe that there is a strong support in the
universities and throughout the country to a work-study program.

And I've been a dean in an education school and I can see tre-
mendous opportunities for work-study. It’s much more consistent
than grants to make people work for it. And I believe it’s good for
the student, I believe it’s good for the university, and I believe it’s
good for their future so I wish you'd give a little bit more attention
to what I think was the NYA part of the education program.

I don’t know what you got in on your allocation for the work-
stuc}iy, but whatcver you're going to tell me, I'm for more. [Laugh-
ter.

Mr. Forp. Well, let me point out to you that the first authoriza-
tion was active in 1966, a bill which authorized $129 million, for
this vear there’s $830 million authorized, but in 1966 we had an ep-

ropriation of $99 million. And this year we actually appropriated
§600 million.

Actuaily, strangely enough, and one of the reasons we don’t talk
about it much, is that that is popular with conservatives, liberals,
and everybody and we are able to get increases every time we 1.0 to
ask for them .n work study much easier than we can any other
program, s» even Mr. Stockman gave us some additional money for
work study. And he never gave us anythirg else.

Mr. CoHeN. Taking into account what Mr. Clohan said a few mo-
ments ago, $600 million is worth what, about in 1966 terms, less
than $300 million, I'd say? Certainly—about $220 million, so that
the substantive real increase in work study has in my opinion been
very minimal.
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I'd like to make one more pomnt, and then our plans are to give
everyone here 1 minute discussion on anything that they want to
comment on any other colleague.

I wonder whether in your reallocation bill there is sufficient real-
location of uriused loan money. I see institutions that don’. use all
their loan money, and I see black colleges and other developmental
colleges that don’t have enough money, and why is it not feasible
that there can be some, within State or within area reallocation of
unused balances so that minority students whe can’t get sufficient
loans can do so when there are unused balances at other primarily
white institutions?

So I think that's a matter of further research and investigation.
Maybe you've solved that problem but I think it’s worth looking
into.

Well, now, we have an opportunity to go back and have a minute
for aryone. Mr. MacKenzie, do you want to say anything further?

Mr. MACKENzIx. Just briefly. I'd like to say good luck to you, Mr.
Chairman, you and your committee and our opportunity to help
the disadvantaged, but again, I'd like to say on behalf of 800 or
more charch-related instituticns in this country, -iease help us to
be able to maintain our value system free of control and free of
intervention.

Mr. Conen. Mr. Califano.

Mr. CaLiFaNo. I would just make one broad point, I think, Mr.
Chairman. Most of the focus has been on education related to jobs
and emploKment and access to our society, and I think that's criti-
cal. I think that it has been demonstrated that our minds in our
young are our greatest resource throughout our history.

But I think we shouldn’t overlook that there is a broad and im-
portant—there are broad and important aspects of education in
terms of our political life in this country, being able to be well-in-
formed on all sides; there are broad and important values in terms
of culture, in terms of the spirit, that can be enhanced for those
who have the minds and talents to go to college.

And denying that ability to any individual to enrich his or her
own life, is in many ways and in human terms, at least as serious a
denial as it is to deny t{em the opportunity to develop a skill for a
job. And I don’t think we should ever lose sight of that, and what
you've got in this Higher Education Act and what Lyndon Johnson
wlas about 20 years ago, was that, too, for every American. That's
all.

Mr. CoHEN. Mr, Atwell.

Mr. ATWELL. 1 want to make a point about the separation of
powers. I think the Higher Education Act in its 20 year history is a
tribute to the separation of powers. Initiated by the executive
branch, it has been carried on remarkably over 0 years by con-
gressional lerdership except for the all-too-brief tenure or nonten-
ure of Mr. Califano.

But really it has been subsequent Congresses that have carried
this on, now under the leadership of Bill Ford. And it would be
ironic, indeed, if we reauthorized the Higher Education Act at
about the same time we really did major damage to the congres-
sional role in the budget process through the passage of Gramm-
Rudman, ard I know, Mr. Chairman, that you and Mr. Pickle will
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feel strongly about that because you've been thers through all
those years.

But T really think it’s a remarkable tribute to how our system of
government works that we have had all this congressional leader-
ship for all these yeuis. And we're very grateful.

Mr. CoHEN Representative Delco.

Ms. DeLco. Thank you very much. I'd like to er:phasize the point
of partnership. I think it’s very important to recognize that we
cannot afford the luxury in our country of assuming that all States
are going to do quote unquote the right thing. We have to I 3COg-
nize that the reason for the emerging Federal role ‘wag because
people frustrated with the inability to approach their State govern-
ments, had to appeal to the Federal (government, and in that
appeal, were able to bring the force of numbers and the light of
public opinion on some very grave shortcom: < in a number of our
States.

By the same token, I think the Federal Government has a con-
tinuing role in access, in insurance of affirmative action, whatever
the new form of that word has to be to make it politically palata-
ble, we have a responsibility for glohal reflection of education in
our country to deal with a global society and a global economy, and
I hope that we do that together, and not pit one branch of govern-
ment or one aspect of goverrment against another, but recognize
that the development of our citizens is a responsibility of all of our
levels of government and all of our citizens.

Mr. ConEeN. Thank you.

All right, Mr. Clohan, you're next

Mr. CLoHAN. Yes, Secretary Cohen, I appreciate the fact that you
mentioned Al Quie earlier. Governor Quie hired me and brought
me to the committee and for the short time I had to work with
him, he was a tremendously great man and a very good instructor.

He had a saying that he used quite often. As a matter of fact, it
was on the wall of the committee, that said “give a person a fish
and he’ll eat for a day; teach him how to fish, and he’ll eat for the
rest of his life.”

Many people use that saying to discourage any type of Federal
programs because they would say that, in fact, you were not teach-
ing them how tc fish; you were just providing them day-to-day
Mmaintenance, and I think he would feel, and I know that Chairman
Ford and others on the current subcommittee believe that teaching
them how to fish requires bios people, as

i i k in a saciety,

for eaucation, is an investment in
the future which eventually will enable society to deal with the
very difficult problems that we have.

Mr. CoHEN. Dr. Lieb.

Dr. Lies. I was very moved by Mr. McCormick’s laying that we
should not merely support the reauthorization but reaffirm the
treztments of the reauthorization bill. I'm struck as well by a
remark of Mr. Califano and Ms. Delco. Our sugport for higher edu-
cation has directed itgelf mainly to well-structured programs in col-
leges and universities, and typically these have been programs for
young or younger persons conducted during the day.
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The next quarter of a century is going to see enormous develop-
ment of what is often called, life-long learning, 2 learning in many
different locales offered to many different and mixed audiences.

I think Congressman Ford, that when you've been successful in
securing ample funds in connection with the current legislation, it
would be wonderful for your committee to occupy itself with issues
about support for continuing education, and I would be very happy
to call upon my colleagues to help you.

Mr. CoHeN. Thank you.

Mr. McCormick.

Mr. McCormick. Thank you, Secretary Cohen. I have two quick
points. One, I would I'ke to agree with you, sir, that there needs to
be some changes to the way that the funds are allocated to the sev-
eral States and particularly down to the institutional level.

I th'nk, if you lock at the current reauthorization bill, you’ll see
that ‘ nere is » serious attempt to do just that and to eliminate the
old ‘#hat we call State allotment formulas—and to provide for a
more reasonable distribution of those dollars.

I would quickly point out that there are ways, even under the
current State allotment formula that if the Department of Educa-
tion simply had some people over there who knew what they were
doing, they couid reallocate funds witlun the several States and ad-
dress some of the concern you have.

Second, in college work-study, I couldn’t agree with you more
that we need to expand in that area. For example, there’s a very
large segment of schools in the country that do not have the same
participation level in college work study proprietary schools.
There’s nothing magical about saying that a public institution can
produce payment work study and a proprietary school can't.

And I think you could reexamine not only the level of funding,
but the level of participation on the part of all types of postsecond-
ary nstitutions.

Thank you.

Mr. CoHEN. Mr. Califano, did you want to say something?

Mr. Cauirano. I just wanted to say, Mr. Chairman, I've been one
of those whose been fortunate enough to be not just on a podium
with you, but in the trenches, and I think in terms of all the com-
ments today, and everything I've ever seen, this country is fortu-
nate that this bill, and so many other education bills are under
your guidance as they go through the Congress because for 21
years, you've been an extraordinary force for the world of educa-
tion and if anyone is going to get the balance tilted a little bit more
toward education, as Secretary Cohen suggests, you're the one
that’s going to do it for this Nation. [Applause.]

Mr. CoHeN. I would like to close our part of the discussion, since
both Mr. Pickle is here and Mr. Ford is here, to discuss a point
that relates to both of their responsibilities.

And it’s a demographic matter. What’s going to happen in the
next 25 years with the fertility rate dropping, we're going to have
relatively fewer children in this country and more aged people. So
that about 20 or 25 years from now, instead of 11 perceni of the
population being aged, which Mr. Pickle knows very well heving
been chairman of the Social Security Subcommittee of the Ways
and Means Committee, we're going to have something like 17 or 18
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percent of the population so we're guing to have the proportion of
children going dowa and the proportion of aged going up.

Now, what is the significance of that to education? Older people
balk with regard to the increase in property taxes for the support
of elementary and secondary education, and they even balk with
regard to additional State funds, many times, with regard to other
or highcr types of education. I see the problem over the next 25
years of introducing a much different kind of examination of the
interrelationship here because I see the older people bucking the
increased allocation of taxes for this purpose, and I see younger
people frustrated about wanting to pay more taxes.

In fact, the predominant thing, I think now, that exists is about
40 percent of the young prople don’t have any confidence in Con-
gress or the future of the country or anything because they believe
that it ain’t going to be here 30 or 40 years from now.

I think we have a teiribly difficult situation beginning to devel-
op, not with regard to your reauthorization right row, but I rea’ly
think that the next reauthorization that you're going to be faced
with, you're going to be faced with the beginnings of a demograph-
ic revolution that relates these health costs and these education
costs, a drop in the number of children, increasing older people
balking more and more against increased property taxes for ele-
mentary and secondary education.

Now, why do I say that? Why is that important? You can’t have
higher education unless a person goes through elerentary and sec-
ondary education.

The future of higher education begins on having a good elemen-
tary and secondary education program in this country, which we
do not have. We've got a better higher education program in the
United States, as eveléybody has testified today, than we have an
elementary and secondary education because we're not paying our
teachers enough to get high quality people. Women gradaating
from college can get a better jol being a secretary or a nurse or a
stewardess on an airline, than they can being a teacher in an ele-
mentary or secondary school at the present time.

And that means, in the course of the next 10 or 20 years, a con-
tinued breakdown in the quality of elementary and secondary edu-
cation. So, Mr. Chairman, what I am advocating, some method that
the iuterrelationship between elementary and secondary, higher
education, medical costs, and education costs be looked at in terms
of this demographic revolution in a much broader way, becaute
maybe I won't be here, maibe you will be—I think Mr. Pickle is
going to be here—but I think somebody in the year 2000 is going to
be faced with such a difficult question that unless we are prepared
in the next 10 or 15 years to reexamine all this on a quite different
basis than anybody has done, we’rz go.ng to leave my grandchil-
dren with an education and a health program that’ll be second rate
in the United States.

That’s what i’'m worried about.

Mr. Forp. Wilbur, I'd like to share with you some demographics
that occurred to me rather quickly. And I want to talk a little bit
about the point that Bill Clohan raised and Joe McCormick.

There couldn’t be a more appropriate place to realize the dra-
matic demographic changes that are taking place, than here, in
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Texas. I looked recently at some projections. We already know
what’s been happening because we now have computerizad census.
And if you think »f education, as someone has mentioned, as being
primarily focused on a traditional 4-year college like this one,
you're making a mistake.
Because we re talking about 6,000 institutions across the countrzy,
almost a third of them don't fit the mold of what we considered 20
years ago to be a traditionai college with a traditional college edu-
. cation. In our State of Mickigan, Wilbur, between 197C and the
year 2000, which is unly 15 years down the road, there will be 32
percent fewer people in the age of 18 to 22, the normal undergradu-
R ate attendance age of years gone by.

In Texas there will be a 52-percent increase at the same time. In
the State of New York, they will lose 51 percent of the people that
age by 2000. And that reinforces with me the idea that there’s a
national concern that’s involved here, that’s beyond the States be-
cause it’s a very dramatic shift. We look with some envy on the
Sun Belt States taking so many of our best and brightest young

people.

’I‘fxe fact ie they are getting all kin. of young people; and if you
look at Texas, you also see something very interesting. By the year
2000, 45 percent of all of the school age children in elementary or
secu.adary school, or available for school in this State, will be
people we call minorities. Hispanic, black, and other groups that
we characterize as minorities will make up 45 percent of the entire
school age populaiion of this State in less than 15 years.

Now, if you look nationally at those figures, you'll see that 55
percent of all Hispanics in this country are presently under the age
of 18; about 33 percent of all blacks In this country are under 18.

And only 25 percent of the white population is under 18, and so
that’s one of the considerations that the committee has had in look-
ing at where these people are going to have to turn for education.
And now we get more and more women, we are renewing, as Joe
suggested, a concern that was expressed by President Johnson and
others at that time, that now we'll probably see a greater urgency
coming at us from the people who are least likely to be prepared
for and have an opportunity for the kind of education that they are
going to need when they move gradually from being the minority
in our institutions to becoming the majority.

Finally, with respect to the traditional collefge student, they don't
exist any more. There isn’t any stereotype of a traditional college
student. In 1976, the report from this committee started out saying,
looking at what’s been happening, we believe that in the next
decade college students will not be as young or as affluent or as

- well prepared as they were before and indeed they won’t be as
much “he” as they were before, and indeed, that’s already hap-
pened. In total number of people attending postsecondary educa-
tion today, there are more people beyond the age of 22 now pursu-
ing some form of educational training in programs that we support,
and without the help of these programs.

In fulltime equivalent attendance at institutions of postsecond-
ary education, it’s almost 50/50 at the moment. There are still
slightly more so-called traditional students who are full-time stu-
dents. If you take the part-time students into account, of course,
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they are already outnumbered. But ve rapidly within the next
few years, its going to reach the point where the number of people
pursuing postsecondary education who are not what we have his-
torically referred to as traditional college students will be the ma-
jority we have to deal with.

Mr. Clohan tcuched on that and so did Joe McCormick. Bill
touched on it in one way. It's not difficult when you come to a
beautiful campus iike this and look at what I would describe what
my ideal of 20 years ago ¢f a typical American postsecondary edu-
cation institution was supposed to be. It’s easy to fall into the trap
of failing to realize that in our State, Wilbur, at the same time that
our young people are leavin% in very large numbers, our college at-
tendance is up. Every ore of our schools in southeastern Michigan,
with the exception of the University of Michigan because of costs,
demonstrated this year, after 5 years of the most severe recession
we’ve had since the Great Depression, an increase in the number of
people attencing. But they aren’t young peopie coming out of high
school. They are former factory workers looking for a way to get
skills to become productive again.

They are dispfaced homemakers. Women, in ever larger num-
bers, are becoming heads of households with children to support.
They can’t do it frying hamburgers and cleaning tables. They can’t
raise a family that way. They want some kind of educational oppor-
tunity.

For that and a lot of other reasons, we put more emphasis than
some of the traditionalists are comfortable with on whai you might
call nontraditional types of education. We try to stay away from
using the “adult” terminology because we get the Appropriations
Committee confused. We have adult education in high school. They
give us the money for that.

And then we come back for advlt education at the college level
and they say, we already gave you money for adults. So we can’t
even use that terminology anymore without causing confusion. But
the idea of continuing education is not a new thing to those of us
in the profession.

We've been encouraged for a decade to partivipate in continuing
education, and we know if we don’t do it, we’d become obsolete. But
it'’s no longer a problem just for college-educated or professional
people to maintain an opportunity for cor tinuing education be-
cause I confront constantly a constituency where tens of thousands
of very well-paid industrial jobs have moved to overseas locatiuns.
The job didn’t actually move but we’re buying things from over
there instead of from here, and the need for American production
has dropped.

These people, many of them in middle age. still have families to
support. They are suddenly wrenched from being able to support
them and look forward to Leing able to do that throughout their
productive years. They're suddenly thrown out without sk:lls.
They're coming back to our schools.

Now, it’s also interesting to note what we're doing with minori-
ties. We actually, in the last 5 years, have fallen back on the gains
we were making in minorities participating in postsecondary edu-
cation—not just college education but all postsecondary education.
We're lozing ground. The high cost is driving the very people that
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ve're going to need the most to respond to these demographic
changes, further and further away from their goal. And indeed,
you know, the University of Michigan has done everything possi-
ole, and they just can’t keep up.

And in fact, if you look now, there’s one statistic that’s really
very telling. The community college phienomena is perhaps the
newest phenomena in postsecondary education and the most rapid-
ly growing. “*xty-two percent of all Hispanics in this country who
are getting . ‘v kind of education beyond high school level are in
community cu.ueges.

Almost 50 percent of all blacks who are getting any kind of post-
secondary education are in community colleges. There’s nothing
wrong with commuuity colleges; they serve a very fine purpose.
They have become more and more job-skill oriented instead of just
prep schools for other colleges. But at the same time, what that
tells us is that the kind of erosion that Joe was talking about and
others have mentioned here, is putting more and more pressure on
the people at the Lottom end of the economic scale and they are
opting more and more for the cheapest available formal training
they can get, and that happens to be universally across the coun-
try, the community colleges.

They are not ir community colleges by thos« proportions because
of any educational deficiency or for any lack of wanting to aspire
to other things. Economics, just as you recognized 20 years 2go, is
now playing a bigger part in screening out the people who, wheth-
er they are classified by race, or sex as minorities, or whether the
just come from a family with a lack of family college background,
where they start out as disadvantaged. And I think the word ‘“‘dis-
advantaged” is a little better. Because some people get nerve .
when you talk about minorities.

But if you talk about all of the people who start out disadvan-
taged trying to make their way in life, we will find that «conomics,
once again, as it was 2C years ago, is screening them out of the best
opportunities and screening them out of the sustained support
that’s likely to elevate them very much in life. And we'’re very wor-
ried about that.

And s¢ a lot of the adjustmente that have been made, and these
are bipartisan adjustments. This concern is net a liberal Demo-
crat’s concern or a conservative Republican’s concern, but both.
There’s virtually a unanimous feeling on the committee and has
been for some time, that we have to respond within the limitations
we have to these very harsh realities and also the frustration of
knowing we're not going to be able to solve the pr “lem.

I've come after all these vears to become a gradualist and some
people get upset about that. There was a time when I said, well, if
you can't solve che whole problem, don’t try. The Piesident said,
shortly after he was elected, look at all the money we’ve spent on
education and we stili have problems in education. My answer to
that is, my God, where would we be if we hadn’t spent all this
money in the last 20 years on education.

And we have people looking at the negatives, and they say, don’t
tell me about all these problems of these people that don’t have an
adequate education. Look at how much money we spent. You said
it would work. We said it would work 20 years ago, if you'd give us
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enough money to reach all the people that should be reached. We
never have done that, and most of the populations that we select
out to give aid to we're lucky if we hit 25 percent.

You know that with the wonderful program of Head Start, which
nobody, not even this administration o , we've never hit more
than 10 percent of the kids that shoulp have had Head Start. We
now know, some 20 years later, that the kids who did get into Head
Start are more likely to be working or going to school than the
ones who didn’t, who came from their same kind of background of
disadvantages.

We know these programs work, but the frustration is that the
American people have lost all confidence. They only want to know,
how much have you spent. And they don’t want to hear how much
maybe we should have spent. And if there’s.been one great weak-
ness in the congression:l commitment to education, it's been that
we make the promise with the authorization, and then when it gets
a little bit tight, we cut back on the money and there isn’t a single
program that’s authorized under this legislation that will serve all
of the peOJ)le that should be served by that program and would
benefit and benefit us as a country by being served.

Those are the tough realities that we’re dealing with, but there
is concern that we're giving more attention tc nontraditional edu-
cation than some people would like. You know the types that we
refer to as the ivory tower intellectuals, a Secretary who says to us
that the only proper education vhat people should aspire to is what
he refers to as a traditional liberal arts education. I'm not sure
that I understand what that is.

He sometimes gives me the impression that there hasn’t been
anything worth reading written in the last 500 years because it has
to be that old to be a classic. We need people to be able to function
in today’s world. We will require most of tﬁe skilled workers in this
country, whether they are professionals or just skilled workers in
gervice jobs or in industry, to be retrained on the average of every

years.

How can we do that? Now, those problems are all we.,ghing very
heavily on us and if Jake and I could write the check, there’d be
money to take care of them. But it's not going to be and we can’t
blame anybody for that. We’re in a mess, and ve have to work out
of it the best way we can.

Now, this is the last of all of the hearings on reauthorization,
and I should tell you that we have, across the country, heard from
hundreds—not dozens but hundreds of people—from students and
college presidents to association heads and the rest, and the gentle-
lady summed up what we’ve be:n hearing from people of al! differ-
ent kinds of perspectives on the problem.

We think we can identifv the kernel of the philosophical adjust-
ments we have to make and the dizections we have to go. We are
frustrated by being bogged down in the minutiae of the detail of
how do you get from hcre to there with each specific program, and
that’s unquestionab{}' the way it's ﬁoing to be.

If we can do as Joe McCormick said, protect the cxisting pro-
grams, improve them and protect the rights of the people who need
those programs, and at the same time, have the Congress once
again go on record and say to the American people, that we believe
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that the investment in higher education is so important that it is
not a priority, but a primary priority.

Ncbody at the Pentagon will argue with me that we aren’t hurt-
ing the defense effort when the dropout rate goes up in our Ameri-
can high schools. They all recognize that. And none of them would
quarre] with the idea that, as we screen out through economics
more and more people from basic postsecondary education, we're
giving them fewer and fewer of the kind of people tney are going to
need to operate the sophisticated defense system of this country.

And they are not our enemies. We are not fighting with the De-
fense Department for money. We are fighting with every other pro-
gram in the Federal Government for monev because of the policy
of this administration and the Congress in the last 5 years of giving
too much money away with tax cuts and spending too much money
in some other areas has led us into a position wher< we now no
longer have the financial opportunity to make choices that any-
body knows are reasonable.

And with that, I'll yield to my senior colleague who is the host
Congressman in this area to close out the hearing.

Mr. Pickie. Well, you're very kind, Mr. Ford. I don’t know
whether I want to accept that seniority that you've given me, but I
em pleased to be here. I hesitate to make remarks at this time be-
cause I have not been sresent for all of the comments.

And my remarks n;z{hnot be in orientation of the gentlemen in
attendance. But I'm willing to add this. As one who voted for the
Higher Education Act and was here for signing, who voted for the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act who was there at the
LBJ Ranch for the signing, and who supported all the policy pro-
grams and educational programs that they had, I'm very proud
that I was and I said in a telegram that I sent to Robert Hardesty,
yesterday, I'm even more proud today than I was the day we voted
for those programs.

I think this Nation would have had a recession or a depression or
a revolution, had not the Federal Government stepped in years ago
to give direct help in the field of education. There are very few
voices in the Nation that says that we should not have done it and
that it was a mistake. Indeed, it has maintained our standard of
living as the best in all the world and I think that's because of the
education effort.

But I think we've got to also, even at this hearing, consider the
fact that today, we have a problem on a national bas.3 that is just
as broad as in this single field of education. We're engaged in a leg-
islative budgetary confrontation in Washington to determine how
can we get our deficit down and get our economy in better shape.

It’s not ours today to determine whether, as Mr. Ford said, we
voted too high a tax in 1981, which we may have done, and then
turned around and raised the defense spending so very high. It
may have been that we have overspent in categories, generally. It
may be that we'll find that our entitlements have steadily and in-
exorably grown to higher and higher amounts and somehow we’'ve
got to control them.

I don’t know what the answer is. I know we cannot lessen our
commitment for our assistance in the educationa, field, but I think
that the American people are saying to the Congress, at this par-
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ticLlar time, you 1nust somehow get your deficit down and get
spending in better contrJl.

Now, that is the message I'm hearing, and I \elieve other Con-
gressmen are hearing the same thing. Now, we’ve got tc make
some choices and that’s why we are in such a bitter confrontation
in the socalled Gramm-Rudman controversy in Washington.

On the other hand, the other body would make only one excep-
tion for humanitarian assistance .r in the human value of matters,
Social Security, and the Democrats on the other side have exempt-
eczl at e&east eight other categories saying that they ought to be con-
sidered.

We have not been able to narrow those differences, and what
we'll do, Mr. Ford and I, as we go back on Tuesday, we'll grapple
again with that problem. I mention this to say to you that I think
there is a large responsibility cr the part of Members of the Con-
gress to someho cuome to grips with the fact that at this day and
time, we've got to make some chanafes and that may well affect
education, agriculture, defense, and all the other categories.

I think we must be pledgcd to the fact that we cannot make cuts
in some areas at the expense of education because these values are
more important, in many respects, than all the others. And yet,
we've got to make these choices.

And I guess what I would ask you pecple here in the audience
and the people that might hear or read about this conference, how
do you want us to spend your Federal dollar? Ultimately, that’s
going to be the answer. And we can’t spend it all just on education,
as we all know; but what. is the balance and what is the priority
and whoever said over here what we’ve got to do is exemine our
own programs, strengthen them and determine how we can best
get the most people served, that's the way we should go in this
country.

At this time, I think it's not improper to think we're going to
have to have some belt tightening. And this panel, I believe, has
made a great contribution in examining 3ome of the programs and
the direction we ought to go in. No one is more committed in this
country than Secretary Cohen in refusing to go away and let us
forget, whether it is Social Security, whether it's health; whether
it's Medicaid. I don’t know but what he is the No. 1 gadfly in this
country for the conscience of people in the Congress And thank
ioodness he’s here. He reminded us of the great advantage that we

ave in the field of Social Security here on our 50th anniversary,
and I'll always remember it, Secretary Cohen.

We had honored and we were observing that ceremony for 50
years, and we had a big ceremony out on Congress Avenue out
next to the old bakery, at 11 o’clock in the morning, the Sun was
out, it was 98 degrees. We were honoring three persons who were
100 years old, and they sat out in that sunshine for 50 minutes
while Secretary Cohen talked about 50 years of Social Security.

I thought we was going to lose them all at that one, but they sur-
vived and so did Secretary Cohen. The truth of the matter as I've
told it was one of the finest dissertations in the defense and advo-
cacy of Social Security that I've ever heard.

But whether it’s ollowing their lead or the lead of this man
right here to my right, who's had more to do with education ad-
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vancement than perhaps any man in Congress, even as mu-h as
Carl Perkins, because Cerl would advocate and would talk loud and
shove an< _ush, but the devious hand that got it done was the gen-
tleman to my right. [Applause.]

‘And I can attest to that. I've locked horns with him and I've
come out second best; I can speak with authority on the subject.
But I'll leave you with this thought from my standpoint. We must
examine our whole national fiscal policy. Where are we going? If
we are not able to control that, then we’re not going to be able to
do anything down the line for education or health or Medicaid or
those other theories.

So you know that and I know it. I think it's important though
that you and the people that you know express yourself to the Con-
gress, where dc you think it ought to be spent, what's fair and
what's best. That's what we're trying to examine and that’s what
we must consider in the immediaic days ahead. [Applause.]

[Whereupon, at 4 o’clock, the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Additiona]l material submitted for the record foilows:]




House Calendar No. 85
i3 H, (ON. RES. 207

[Report No. 99-343]

To recognize the twentieth anniversary of the Higher Education Act of 1965 and
reaffirm its purpose

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

OCTOBER 7, 1985

Mr. Forp of Mictigan (for himself, Mr. SuNIA, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. CERKINS, Mr.
DAscHLE, Mr. Dwyer of New Jersey, Mr. HavEes, Mr. Horron, Mr.
LaNTO8, Mr. Fowrer, Mr. FoLey, Mr. DiINGELL, Mr HenrY, Mr.
Waxman, Mrs. CoLLins, Mr. Owens, Mr. Howagrp, Mr. Matsur, Mr. AN-
DERSON. Mr. DAuB, Mr. MCKERNAN, Mr. DE LA Garza, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
RoOE, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. 84 “u of Florida,
Mr Crockerr, Mr. BoucHer, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. KiLDEE, Mr Fusteg,
Mr. Youne of Missouri, Mr. MurPHY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr
COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. GiLman, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. ATKINS, Mr
Sounz, Mr. FuQua, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. CLAY, Mrs BeENTLEY, Mr. Moor
HEAD, Ms. KapTur, Mr. Rosg, Mr. Fazio, Mr. 8aBo, Mr. WEAVER, Mr.
Convees, Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, Mr. WEetss, Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, Mr
MoLLOHAN, Mr. PANKTTA, Mr. WILL1ANMS, Mrs. BUrTON of Califormia, Mr
Ropino, Mr. b Lueo, Mr. Savace, Mr. MaEgTINEZ, Mr. HOYER, and Mr.
B1aco61) submited the following concurrent resolutior, which was referred to
the Committee on Education and Labor

OCTOBER 29, 1985

Additional sponsors: Mr. Towns, Mr. VoLKMER, Mr. HEFTEL of Hawau, Mr
KosTMAYER, Mr. YaTRON, Mr HucHES, and Mr TRAFICANT

OcToBEE 29, 1985
Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed
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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

To recognize the twentieth anniversary of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 and reaffirm its purpose.

Whereas the Higher Education Act of 1965 was signed into law
on November 8, 1965, by President Lyndon Bames Joknson
on the campus of Southwest Texas State University, his
alma mater;

Whereas over its twenty-year nistory this landmark legislation
has contributed significantly to ..e development of the
Nation by increasing its investment in human capital, there-
by fostering economic ~rowth, enriching civic and cultural
life, and strengthening the national security;

Whereas the Act has brought closer to fulfillment the goal of
providing an opportunity for postsecondary education for all
qualified students through grants, leans, work-study aad
student service programs;

Whereas the Act has improved the quality of education through
support to college libraries, conctruction of academic facili-
ties, graduate study fellowships, developing institutions, for-
eign language and area studies improvements, and other in-
stitutional programs which advance national priorities such
as cooperative education and continuing education for adult
learners;

Whereas the Act has been periodicall, amended with broad bi-
partisan support, including major expansion of Federal stu-
dent assistance programs in 1972, extension of eligibilitv to
students from middle-income families in 1978 and revision
of the Act in 1980:

Whereas in considering the reauthorization of the Act, Congress
is now examining the unfinished agenda of American higher
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education: reaching the significant number of youths who
still do not roach their full potential, providing new opportu-
nities for adult learners to remain creative and productive,
improving the training of teachers, renovating campuses,
and sustaining graduate education and scholarship;

Whereas Southwest Texas State University will observe the

twentieth anniversary of the signing of the Higher Educs-
tion Act on November 8, 1985, with special ceremonies on
the campus;

Whereas the House Postsecondary Education Subcommittee will

DO W I O e W N

10

hold a hearing on the reauthorization of the Higher Educa-
tion Act as Southwest Texas State University on November
8, 1985: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate
concurring), That the Congress—

(1) recognizes the twentieth anniversary of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 and the important role
that legislation has played in the Nation’s development;
and

(2) reaffirms the historic partnership between the
Federa) Government and the colleges and universities

tcward the development of human resources required

for an increasingly complex and technological society,




103

TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF
STUDENT SPECIAL SERVICES PROGRAMS,
San Antonio, TX, October 30, 1985.
Hon WiLLiaM D Forp,
Chawrman, House Subcommittee on Postserondary Education, US. House of Repre-
sentatives, Cannon House Office Buildirg Office 289, Washington, DC.
Re Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.

DEAr CoNGrESSMAN FoRD: On behalf of the Texas Association of Student Special
Services Programs which represents 63 Trio Projects in Texas serving 33,603 disad-
vantaged students. I wish to express sincerest appreciation for your support of the
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, and in particular, recommendations
submitted by the National Council of Educational Opportunity Associations related
to Trio Programs. Your leadership sn these important educational issues wil' enable
vntapped human potential to be developed and vtilized for the benefit of ou1 nation
a. * whote.

Enclosed are several letters in support of the reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act. I wish to request, if possible, that these comments te included in your
official record of testimonies for the hearing scheduled in this area on November 7,
1985 at Southwest Texas State University.

Your assistance and continued support are deeply appreciated.

Respectfully,
JACQUELINE D. EDWARDS,
President.

SouTHwEST Texas STATE UNIVERSITY,
San Marcos, TX, October 11, 1985.
Congressman WiLLiaM D. Forp,
Chairman, House Posisecondary Fducation Commuttee, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN 17ORD, on behalf of Southwast Texas State University’s Spe-
cial Services for Disad.antaged Students program I want to affirm my strong sup-
port for all TRIO programs. I testify specifically as a director of Special Services
program.

The low-income, first generation college students, and physically handicapped stu-
dents that I ser .e both need and appreciate the support system provided by Special
Services. There students can not afford the private academic tutoring that more af-
fluent students can. When eligible students participate in our Special Services pro-
gram, they have access to tutoring by academically successful peers. The Special
Services programs are essential for their continued progress in colleges and univer-
sities.

Just as important, I believe, is the psychological support Special Services pro-
grams provide students. We have high expectations for our students. We believe
they can succeed. We care about their personal as well as academic successes. These
students may come from homes that lack a college tradition, however, they receive
the interest, the caring, and the encouragement of the Special Services personnel.
This level of commitment to students is an essential, but often overlooked, element
of Special Services progra:s.

IC programs surely open educational opportunities to citizens who may other-
wisc be unaware of them. These programs have my fullest and most wholehearted
support both as a university faculty memkar and private citizen.

Sincerely,
MaRry OLsoN,
Drrector, Special Services.

SoUTHWEST TExAs STATE UNIVERSITY,
San Marcos, TX, October 8, 1985.
Congressman WiLLIAM Forb,
Chairman of House Postsecondary Education Commuttee.

DeAr ConNGREssMAN Forp: As Director of the Educational Opportunity Center at
Southwest Texas State University (SWT) and an avid supporter of TRIO programs, 1
would like to express my concern over the need to continue programs for tradition-
ally underrepresented groups.
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My expericnce as a teacher and administrator has afforded me the opportunity to
work with many disad vantaged students, particularly the Hispanic student Without
these programs and th: personnel dedicated to serving this pepulation, many of the
young Hispanic studerts would have given up the hope of ever obtairing a second-
ary or postsecondary education. Fortunately, this does not occur as often as it has in
the past, but we are a lon, way from helping all students reach their goals.

I am very encouraged gy your accomplisnments and urge you ‘o continue your
strong support for the economically and socially disadvantaged ind' idual.

I hope that I have an opportunity to meet with you when you -isit Southwest
Texas State University for the - elebration of the signing of the Higher Education
Act 1n Ncevember.

Sincerely,
SHARON S MUNSON,
Drrector, Education~l Opportunity Center.

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT ARLINGTON,
Arlington, TX, September 17, 1985.

Congressman Ford, diatinax)lshed guests, ladies and gentlemen. My name is J.
Steven Hodnett and I am a Counselor for the Special Services Program at the Uni-
versity of Texas at Arlington I is to offer my personal testimony to the impact and
importance of TRIO programs that I submit this letter to the Postsecondary Educa-
“.on Subcommttee hearing.

I have been affiliated with TRIO d)rograms since January of 1980. During this
time, I have worked with both the Upward Bound and Special Services programs.
While workirg as a counselor for an Ifuward Bound progiam in Arkansas, I had the
opportunity to see thae benefits and impuct that TRIO and dedicated staff members
had on the lives of many low income, handicapped, and potential first generation
college students. To see a young poorly groomed girl, coming from a home with a
dirt floor, transformed into an attractive, popular, and educated young woman is
truly a feeling of accomplishment. This particular young lady had all of the neces-
sary potential for surcess but lacked the opportunity for development. This develop-
ment became a reality through selection an participaton in Upward Bound.

Ancther example- in my experience as an Upward Bound Counsel was a young
man who was a participant in Upward Bound. This bright young man went on to
%"raduate from college, complete sruduate school at Ole Miss, and returned with a

h D in Computer Science. This individual is now a faculty member at the same
institution in which he befan Upward Bound, influencing, educs: g, and develop-
ing othex:rﬁoung minds—all a istic goal, fulfilled in part as a sult of assisiance
through TRIO programs.

I could mention many more similar examples; however, the facts remain the
same: Upward Bound and other TRIO programs do influence and touch the lives of
many deprived but bright young people in a very positive way.

Special Services, an academic support service at t.e college level, is also an im-
portant and vital link in the chain f TRIO programs. These programs not only
offer continued assistance to former Upward Bounders, but also to eligible students
who were not fortunate enough to participate in Upward Bound.

Just because a person is eighteen years old, and a high school graduate, does not
mean they still do not need assistance, especially in dealing anﬁrcoping with the
stresses and frustrations of completing their college education. Special Services
offers many needed services to students—such as counseling, tutorial assistance,
skill building, and other related services. Without this assistance, many students
would be unable to complete their educational endeavors. The unfortunate part of
this picture is that we are only able to serve & small portion of the students who
need our help.

I ask the question do we dare risk losing the bright, intelligent, young mirds of
the next generation due to budgetary cuts, or do we strive t5 deveicp them. These
are the potential leaders of our country. The future doctors, lawyers, scientists,
chemist 3, and school teachers.

Yes, it is true that TRIO programs cannot be successful with every student they
serve, but the good results far outweigh the bad.

I feel that we, the TRIO staff, students, parents, and concerned citizens should
battle for the continuation of educational rograms such as these, and not stand by
and let these programs be graduallly g out.

TRIO has also touched my life. It has given me the oppcrtunity to see what I did
not believe existed in our country: daughters being sold for pleasure so their father
could drink on the weekend, a student who didn't smile or associate with others be-
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cause of horrible teeth due to neglect and no money for dental care, or the child
who did not krow what a menu was, much less a tablecloth and cloth napkins.
TRIO programs, concerned staff and the help of charitable organizations were able
to correct and assist the aforementioned examples overcome these dilem:mas.

I for one will never just ste.nd by without giving my highest regards for the TRIO
programs I encourage all of us to rally together and keep our influence and support
for TRIG strong in Washington —If we allow TRIO programs to be decreased, then
we have neglected many deserving students whose minds may not be given the op-
portunity to be developed to their highest potential.

Prosects UPwARD Bounp AND SpeCiAL SERVICES,
Canyon, TX, October 25, 1985.
Hon Wiriiam D. Forb,
U.S. House of Representatives. Washington, DC.
Dear Sir: Please accept this letter of recommendation to continue the Higher
Education Act 1965.
It is my opinion that this Legislation has done much to provide equality of access
to Secondary Education as well as Post Secondary Education.
Please vote affirmative on that issue.
Thanks for your consideration
Sincerely,
Rocer C. Scorr, Jr.

NorTH TExAs StaTE UNiVERSITY,
October 11, 1985.

Hon. WiLLiaMm Forp,
Chaur, Sggom-mttee on Reauthorization, I/S House of Representatives, Washing-
ton,

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Forp: The purpose of this letter is to inform you of my sup-
port for reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965. As director of TRIO
programs at Ncrth Texas State University, | am well aware of benefits these pro-
grams afford underpri ileged youm{,people with whom we work

As I spoke to a local Rotary club yesterday I compared the henefits received by
TRIO clients to those received by veterans under the G.I. Bill. With both programs I
believe our primary pu was to improve the qualit.{l of life for those involved
and thareby improving the society in which we live. Although TRIO programs rep-
resent an added expense to tax payers, 1 am convinced the federal government is
more than compensated by additional taxes accrued from higher salaries earned as
a result of additional education.

Due to prior commitments, I will be unable to attend your meeting at Southwest
Texas State University on November 11. I know, however, that I will be well repre-
sented by my cotleagues and I will certainly be there in spirit.

I want to thank you for your support of TRIO programs. It is through the efforts
of you and other like you that maies our society the best in the werld in which to
live. Unfortunately, I cannot support you with my vote. You can be assured, howev-
er, that my relatives in Michigan know of your concerns for the welfare of all Amer-
icans

Sincerely,
WiLnis L NickLas,
Drrector, TRIO Programs.

NoRTH Texas StaTE UNiVERSITY,
October 15, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiam FORD,
Chair. Slbbbcommzttee cn Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representatives, Washing:
ton,

DeAr CONGRESSMAN FORD: As the time approaches for the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, I would like tr reinforce the impact that a part of
that Act has had on our educational system just in the past year. In Texas alone
during 1984-85 there were 63 TRID programs funded for a bota{ of $8,869,174 appro-
priated federal dollars. Those dollars were used to help a total of 33,603 students to
develop themaelves to the Ppoint. of continuing their education beyond the secondary
level. This, Congressman Ford, is only the “tip of the iceberg” as far as ‘lLie number
of students with whom 'TRIO personnel have come into contact during the past 20
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years. There are success stories t00 numerous to name as individuals have pro-
gressed to reach their God given potential because a TRIO counselor has intervened
with care and concern and skill, encouraging that special student to grow and to
take advantage of the educational opportunities so closely at hand.

I strongly support the TRIO programs and am rerginded daily through students
with wh'm I have personally worked of the miracles performed for our disadvan-
taged st dents. I encourage you to push for the “heal y” reauthorization you are
about to undertake, maximizing the tax dollars of the American people to promote
our own society through educating our own people.

Thank you, Congressman Ford, for the time and energy you devote to working for
the positive growth of our country.

Sincerely,
Katiy RAwLINGS,
Coordinator, NTSU Talent Search Project.

NorTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY,
October 16, 1985.
HoN. WiLLiam Forp,

Chblg. Subcommittee on Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representatives, Washingion,

DEAR CoNGREsSMAN Forp: I have worked with TRIO Programs for six years and
have had the opportunity to see how vitally important Special Services, Talent
Search, and Upward Bound are in -hanging the lives of the stvdents and families
Xiey ft:ouch. I am strongly in favor of the reauthorization of the Higher Education

ct of 1965.

I have personally worked with hundreds of youth during my tenure with TRIO
Programs who have modified their life plans when realizing that postsecondary edu-
cation can be a reality, not just a dream. Rather than continuing to perpertuate the
cycle of poverty and lack of education in their families, these students have made
their commitment to building a more positive way of life for themselves and those
that follow them. My association with these students has deepened my commitment
to working with TRIO Programs and my pride that my tax dollars are being well
spent.

I want to thank you for your support of TRIO Progrems. It is through your hard
work that our sociely benefits and continues to be the most desirable place in the
world in which to live.

Sincerely,
Nancy McCray,
Coord.nator, Special Services Project.

NoktH Texas State UNIVERSITY,
Octcber 16, 1985.
Hon. WiLLIAM FORD,
Chaur, SuDl:jcommitlee on Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton,

Drar ConGREssMAN FORD: As a meinber of the Upward Bound Program at North
Texas State University I stiongly favor the support of the Higher Education Act of
1965 authorizing the TRIO Programs.

There are vast benefits derived from the students enrolled in the TRIO Programs
throughout the United States. Many of these students go onto achieve grea. success
in life. Certainly, without the help of TRIO Programs many of these disadvantaged
students would not have the opportunities to reach such success.

After working with Upward Bounu .or two years, I can already see the growth
both academically an emotionally in our students. The advantages that Upwurd
Bound offers these students is immeasurable in their present and future lives.

I fully support the organization of the TRIO programs and urge support in the
reauthorization of the program.

Thank you for consideration in this most important matter.

Sincerely,
CiaANNE NEWMANN,
Academic coordinator, NTSU Upward Bound.

.
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NORTH T ixas STATE UNIVERSITY,
October 16, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiam Foro, ,
Chair, S%mmmee on Reauthorizauion, US House of Represeniatives, Washing-
ton,

Drar ConGrssMaN Forp. I am in my second year as the counselor for NTSU’s
Upward Bound Project and continue to be surprised and encouraged at the positive
changes students make in their lives as a result of their participation in the pro-
gram. It is my firm belief that Upward Bound does much more than help students
complete high school and go on to postsecondary training; it provides students with
the realization that they are in clLarge of their own futures. In Upward Bound, stu-
dents ure encouraged to set goals and muke decisions for themselves and for many,
the program provides their first real experience with people who have faith and
confidence in their creative and productive capabilities. Upward Bound, as well as
the other TRIO programs, encourages students to break the cycles of poverty and
lack of education in their famity backgrounds and to “spread their wings” so that
personal talents and limitations can be realized.

Please know that your continued support of programs like Upward Bound, Talent
search and Special Services is greatly appre-iated. It is a good feeling to know that
people like yourself have faith in the young people in our country who, without the
benefit of such programs, might not otherwise have the opportunily to “overcome
the odds.”

Sincerely,
CAroL A. BRENNAN,
Counselor, NTSU Upward Bound Project.

NorTtH TEXAs StaTE Ui.1IvERSITY,
October 16, 1985.

Hon. WrLiax Forb, . . )
Chair, Subcommittee on Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DeAR ConGressMAN Forp: As a staffl member of Special Services for Disadvan-
taged Studants, a part of the TRIO programs, for the past 3 years, I have seen the
positive effecis of this type of prograin. Many times, the students I have come in
contact with woula either not be in school or not have continued in school had it not
been for the intervention of TRIO program. From working in a junior college to now
working at the program at North Texas State University, I feel that the service pro-
vided is essential for the academic success of our target population.

1 strongly urge your support of the reauthorization of TRIO programs. These pro-
grams help establish a firm foundation within the student that will benefit them
throughout their lives.

4 Thank you for the time and encrgy you are devoting to this very important en-
eavor.
Sincerely,
ReBeccA TRAMMELL,
Counselor, NTSU Special Seriices Project.

NortH TExAs STATE UNIVERSITY,
Octooer 16, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiaMm Forbp,
Chair. S%ommmee on Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representutives, Washing-
ton, .

DEaRr CoNGREsSMAN FoRD: As a new academic coordinator and member of the
Special Services, a part of the TRIO programs, I have already seen the many posi-
tive results caused by this type of program. Several specific cases have proven di-
rectly to me that this program has kept students in school and prepares them to
remain until graduation. I believe the progam successfully targets a group of indi-
viduals who are often missed by the academic process.

1 strong'y support the reauthorization of TRIO progrems. They not only assist the
students in present situations, but also prepare them to adequately handle many
future situations.
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Thank you for the energy and time you have devoted ty this endeavor | strongly
urge the cont'nuation of your support
incerely,
Davio T Dobbp I,
Academic Coordinator, NTSU Specal Services Project.

NorTH Texas State UNiversiy,
October 16, 1985,
Hon. WiLLIAM Forp,
Chaur, Stlt)bé*ommiltee on Reauthorization, U.S. Houge of Representatives, Washing.
ton, .

DEArR CONGRESSMAN Forp: I would like to take this opportunity to inform you of
my support for reauthorization of the TRIO Programs und:r the Higher Education
Act of 1965. As an educator, it is my belief that these programs are a vital link to
success for a large number of students. Hopefully, someday these students will pro-
vide positive contributions to society, which will offset the cos. of funding thege pro-
grams at this time.

Currently, I am a Talent Search Counselor and car, already see that students who
would otherwise have no opportunity to continue theijr e({).'mation, now have the
chance to do s0. I am very much enthused and encouraged by being able to work
with these young people

Sincerely,
KEeNNY D. McDoucLe,
NTSU Talent Search Project.

NORTH TEXAS STATE UNiversTy,
October 16, 1985.
Hon W:LLiAM Forp,
Chaur, Sllt)%commmee on Reautnumization, US. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, "

D=aRr CONGRESSMAN FoRp: I am strongly in support of the Higher Eaucation Act
of 1965 authorizing the TRIO Frograms. I have worked with the Upward Bound
Prcg'ect and the Special Services for a year. I have seen niany drastic changes in
studiats fo- the better in thig year’s period.

any ..., school students who would possibly never had the chance to go to col-
lege have been geared toward college through Upwerd Bound’s guidance. | ave also
seen dozens of college students who were 50 frustrated and “lost in the shuffle” that
if Special Serviceseﬁad not been at this University, many of these students would
have dropped out Special Services and Upward Bound assists students in their per-
sonal lives through counseling as well as in their academic courses through tutor-
Ing. As you can see, I bejeve in these programs 100 percent. We have also been
awarded the Talent Search Program recently, and as they are undergoing the proc-
ess of getting known and getting information from colleges to help the high school
students, I can see that this program will be a total success just as the other pro-
grams are.

I urge your support of the reauthorization of the TRIO Programs. I feel that these
programs are a very important part of students’ lives and that the help the students
receive will benefit them 1n their future as well as 1n the Present

Thank you again for your time for it 1s very much appreciated

Sincerely,

SANDRA SiMmoNs.

—

NORTH TEXAS STATE UNivERsiTY,
October 16, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiam Forp,
Chatr. Subcommuttee on Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representatives, Washing.
ten, .

DeAR CONGRESSMAN Fogrp: One J'ear ago I began work with the TRIO Programs
he-e at NTSU. At that time I had no idea what TRIO Programs were all about. I
have been employed two other times thm\:ﬁh civil service. Both times I was dis-
ayed at the waste of time and tax money that I saw. This year I have seen people
who really care, work on a tight budget to give greatly needed assistance to the high
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school students in Upward Bound and to coilege students in Special Services. I ha e

witnessed students recewuzg counseling, assistance, encouragement and some con-
centrated tutoring, giving them the needed confidence to continue on toward their

As a parent of three teenagers, and having never attened a college class, I had no
idea of financial aid information or how complicated admission forms can be. I can
vel? easily see how di . nts and children would become trying to enter
) ?‘ M;ownfamiiyisaml e class family. I can well imagine the overwhelm-
ing feeling a low income family would have if their child was considering college.
We are giving real hope to some very promising students. All the students have
seen success at some level. Some may not go to college immediately, but they have
all gained that confidence that is needed to enter the adult world and be successful
at whatever they attempt.

I sincerely hope that all those involved will be able ‘o give you a good picture of
the importance of the work that is being done. More importantly, I hope that this
enthusiasm that you receive from us “ﬁ over to your co) es to receive
acceptance for reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965. We tly ap-
nrecmtse your loom:em and the extra work that you invest your time in this project.

incerely,
CATHERINE GRAFY,
Secretary. NTSU TRIO Programs.

NorTH 'EXAS STATE UNIVERSITY,
October 16, 1985.
Hoa. WiLLiau Forp,
hair, Squ(gommiuee on Reauthorization, U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, DC.

Dear ConcressMAN Forp: Having worked with U, Bound as a tutor for two
summers, and now this fall as the mathematics teacher, 1 have had the privilege of
working with the students on an individual basis. h this close contact with

them, I have come to realize the tremendous impact that Upward Bound has had on

them. Many of the students have shown great improvement academically as a result

of their perticipation in Upward Bound. Thro Upward Bound, the students re-

ziilve the individual attention which can make the difference between success and
ure.

The students benefit in areas other than academic achievement as well. Their at-
titudes toward school, particular subject matters, teachers, and most importantly,
themselves improve tremendously. They en{oy attending the enrichment classes of-
fered by Upward Bound; many seem to deve or in motivation for the subjects
involved. also develop independence as learners and increased self-confidence,
both of which are vital to success in postsecondary education. )

. I firmly believe that all the TRIO programs should be continued. They of. r qual-
ity educational programs to students who need ard benefit from the service Please
give the reauthorization of the TRIQ programs your support.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,
MARGARET HiLL.

THE UNTVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA,
Norman, OK, September 20, 1985.

Hon. WiLLiam D. Forp,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, Dg

Sir: I am soliciting your support for the reauthorization of the Hi her Education
Act of 1965. Our Trio programs cannot continue to operate unless this act is reau-
thorized. We need your sugapon for reauthorization of this act so that disadvantaged
students may continue to have access to educational programs.
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Thank you for your help in guaranteeing educational opportunity for disadvan-
taged stug;nts.
Very truly yours,
ANTHONY V BLurrt,
Drrector.
CLETA DiLLARD,
Counselor.
JEAN GALxy,
Counselor.
MENDELL SIMMONS,
Counselor. [
JiL KenpaLl,
Reading Instructor.
DzaN Ripxy,
Tutor Coordinator. ‘

Easr CeNTAL UNIVERSITY,
Ada, OK, September 24, 1985,
Dzax CoNgrEssmaN Foxp, I have been fortunate to hear you speak on two occa-

uionl.lknowyoubelieveinthepurposesandtheactivitiesof'l‘RIOngram.l
would be pleased to add my support to you as you work to reauthorize the Higher
mﬁ‘f'ﬁmmmmm.d tional for the disadvantaged, the

iteracy, ucati oppotunity for the di an 8 minori-

, and the m has not been »rad?cated. %xe strength of our nation rest upon

knowledge, wisdom and abilities of our le. TRIO Programs are reaching
thousands each year with tremendous success. With the recerr;‘rublication by the
US. Department of Education that we are a nation of poor ers, I believe that :
the time is now for a real coordinated effort of our educational resources and talents b
aimed toward this need. TRIO can continue to be the catalﬂy!t that brings about the -
changes to improve the dilemma and provide practical effective services to ensure
A sl ' speaking benalf of TRIO but perha;

urge you to continue ing out on behalf of t perhaps more impor-
tantly is the reauthorization of the Education Act of 1965. TRIO will, in all probabil-
ity, survive only if reauthorization is su casful.

Respectfully yours, .
Jiu CARUTHERS, Director.

East CeNTRAL UNIVERSITY,
4da, OK, November 8, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiam D. Forp,
Chairman, House Postsecondary Education Subcommittee, C/O Special Hearing,
Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos, TX.

Drar CoNcrssMAN Forp, I urge you and your subcommittee members to support
and endorse reauthorization of the liiqll‘xgr Education Act of 1965. It is vitally impor-
tant to the future of our Nation that Trio programs, now operating under this Act,
be allowed to continue providing services to disadvantaged young »eople.

Our Talent Search project, here in Ada, serves approxime.... .vv small high
schools in a nineteen-county area in the southeastern quadrant of Oklahoma. In
many instances, Talent Search counselors provide the only guidance/counseling, fi-
nancial aid information, or information i ndary opportunities that
are available to young people in our section of the State. These services, many
times, are the only hope for postsecondary access to hundreds of disadvantaged
young people in Ok{ahoma and to thousands Nationwide. .

Please allow this letter to become a matter of record at our Special Hearing in
San Marcoe November ?, 1985

Sincerely yours,
Jo CoNway, Director. .

o

UrwaRrD Bounp,
Weatherford, OK, September 17, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiaM D. Foro,

Chairman, House Postsecondary Education Subcommittee, c/o Special Hearing,
Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos, TX.

Dran CongressMaN Forp: On behalf of the Oklahoma Division of Student Assist-
ance Programs (ODSA), I urge reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

. 115

i

IToxt Provided by ERI




111

It is of vital tmportance that Upward Bound, Talent Search/Educational Opportuni-
ty Centers, Sperial Services projects continue to provide much needed educa-
tional services to disadvantaged young people of our Nation.

Historically, the Higher Education Act of 1965 has been beneficial in not only re-
ducing welfare rolls but in instilling a sense of self-worth in those lees fortunate by
aﬁ%mﬁmﬂ opportunity and access never before available to our young
people. yoar in O ma, alone, some 14,000 students were assisted to remain
in achool, to gain access tn secondary or postsecondary education, or to complete a
program of postsecondary education Trio services. The number of youth in
Oklahoma who need these services is much greater than the above re of those
who received services last year. The number who need Trio services National
significance and ramification, considering the size and sparse population of our
State when com to other states across America.

Please allow letter to become a matter of record in support of reauthorization
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 during your ia] Hearing in San Marcos on
November 8th that is of such vital importance and historical significance to disad-
vantaged young people.

Sincerely yours,
Lou ANN LARGENT,
President, ODSA.

Urwarp Bounb,
Weatherford, OK, September 19, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiAM D. Forp,

Chairman, House Postsecondary Education Subcommittee, c/o Special Hearing,
Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos, TX.

DxAr CoNGREssMAN Foro: I urge you and your subcommittee members to support
and endorse reauthorization of the H‘%’\:r Education Act of 1965. It is vitally impor-
tant to the future of our nation that Trio programs, now operating under this Act,
be allowed to continue mwdmﬁ services to disadvantaged young people.

Our Upward Bound Project, here at Southwestern, serves approximately 30 high
schools in an eight county area in the western part of Oklahoma. Many times, this
office provides the only guidance, counseling, and general information regarding
postsecondary education to high school students in this section of the state. .

Please allow this letter to me a matter of record at your Special Hearing in
San Marcos November 8, 1985.

Sincerely yours,
Lou ANN LARGENT, Director.

LANGSTON UNIVERSITY,
Langston, OK, October 4, 1985,
Ms. Jackir EDwaARDS,
President of Texas Association of Student Special Services Programs (TASSSP), St.
Mary’s University, San Aatonio, TX.

Dzar Ms. Epwarps: Langston University has been an integral part of the TRIO
programs since the inception of the Upward Bound program, as we are thoroughly
convinced that these l}u'og'mms provide a substantial need to the State of Oklahoma
specifically, and the United States, generally.

We solicit_your suppcrt of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of
1965. Our TRIO programs cannot continue to operate unless this Act is reauthor-
ized. We must be able to continue to provide services to the thousands of young
people who benefit from these programs and who go on to become productive, tax-
paying citizens of the United States as a result of them.

Sincerely,
Jo ANN R. CLARK,
Durector, Special Services.

LANGETON UNIVERSITY,
Langston, OK, October 7, 1985.
Hon. William D. Ford,

C’lai’)'émm House Postsecondary Education Committee, U.S. Congress, Washington,

Dzar CoNGRESSMAN Fomp: Langston University has been an integral part of the
TRIO programs since the inception of the Upward Bound program, and we are thor-
LR A
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oughly convinced that these programs provide a substantial need to the State of
Oklahoma specifically, and the United States, generally
We solicit your support of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of
1965. Our TRY(J) programs can not continue to operate unless this Act 1s reau'hor- ;
ized. We must be able to contirnue to provide services to the thousands of young |
people who benefit from these programs and who go on to become productive, tax i
paying citizens of the United States as a . sult of them
‘i:hank you for your support
Sincerely,
Jo ANN R CLaARk, I
Director, Special Services. ’I

LANGsTON UNIVERSITY,
Langston, OK, October 7, 1985
Hon. William D Ford,
Chairman oééhe House Postsecondary Education Commuttee, U.S Congress, Wash-
wngton, N
Dear HoNoraBLE Forp: The Upward Bound Pr m at Langston University has
for years stimulated, motivated, and generated skills necessary for success in educa-
tion beyond the secondary schools for high ‘chool individuals with Academic poten-
tial who because of adverse environmentw.; conditions have not the motivation or
prepration to use the above potential.
erefore, I am soliciting your support of the reautherization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965. Our program cannot continue to operate unless this Act is reau-
thorized
Sincerely,
MAE DeaN WyarT,
Director, Upward Bound

Rosk StaTe COLLEGE,
Midwest City, OK, October J, 1985.
Congressman WiLLiam D. Forp,
Chairman. House Postsecondary Education Commuttee

DEAr CoNGressMAN Forp: Since President Lyndon Johnson signed the Higher
Education Act of 1965, thousands of individuals have gained access to postsecondary
education as a result of financial aid, open admussions, and technical assistance
made possible by this Law

It would be impossible to estimate the value of the learning which has been gen-
erated as a result of that action twenty years ago.

However, the gains made could disappear quickly 1f the principles of access are
abandoned now. i)emographic changes alon~ demand that we increase our efforts to
provide opportunities for all citizens to develor therr full potential

ll urge you to work for the passage of new legislation which will maxe that possi-
e

Sincerely,

JOHN E Davis,
Interim President

LOUISIANA ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,
New Orleans, LA, October 22, 1985.
Hon WiLLiaMm D. Forbp, .
Chcairman, House Subcommuttee on Postsecondary Education, 320 Cannon House
O:fice Building, Washington, DC.

Dear CongressMAN Forp: I am writing to request your strong support for the Re-
authorization of TRIO educational programs (Upward Bound, Special Services, .
Talent Search, and Educational Opportunity Centers) as part of the Higher Educa-
tion Act.

I realize that inflation and the skyrocketing legitimate costs of doing government
business make thoughtful cuts in the federal budget a national imperative. But |
also know that the state of education in America—at every level— demands focused
andl ldetermined attention, lest we have emerge among us an entire class of function-
al illiterates.
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The gloomy statistics speak for themselves. There has been, over the , a na-
tional decline in academic ability as measured by SAT, ACT, AFQE ami other such
tests. Entry-level job performance and high school dropout rates tell au equally sad
story. rs of business, industry and the military, particularly, bemoan the insid-
ious im of “untrainables” who, in ever-increasing numbers, strain fiscal, train-
ing and production resources. We are, in effect, paying a national (albeit indirect)
illiteracy tax in the form of increased training costs and iimes and diminshed pro-
ductivity, not to mention the direct costs to the government through unemployment
and welfare sudymenta Finally, there are the incalculable social costa of missed op-
portunity and despair.

There are no easy or quick solutions. But the TRIO programs direcly addrees the
problem, and the results show that they are highly effective. In F'Y 1984, TRIO pro-
grams served more than 500,000 n students. Roughly 11,000 of that number
were physically handica . Recent studies have shown that Upward Bound par-
ticipants earn lor's at four times the rate of nonparticipants. The 6::
erans Upward Bound program enrolled 17,5686 men and women in program years
1978 through 1983. In that same span, 2,667 earned GED certificates, 4,092 enrolled
in college, and 1,136 were placed in gkilled or semi-skilled jobs.

It might appear that ! have a vested interest in government-financed educational
programs for the disadvantaged. 1 do. Were it not for such programs (in my case,
the Vietnam-era GI Bill) I would never have been able to earn a master's degree
and make the contribution I strive to make by being a well-trainined, aggressive,
effective administrator. More importantly, were it not for such programe there
would :; a critical, perhaps even a di.astrous, shortcoming in our national educa-
tionai effort.

A final important point to keep in mind, 1 think, is that these are educational
rather than socisl initiatives, Obviously, the{ehave social implications, but the¥ are
designed to have primary effect in the marketplace of jobs and productivity. I can
think of few programs more deserving of your wholehearted support.

With warmest regards, I remain

Sincerely,
Roszrt W. BROWN,
President.

PREPARKED STATEMENT oF THE AMERICAN ABSOCIATION oF State COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES

Twenty years ago, Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law the Higher Education Act
of 1965. ahth that historic stroke of his gen, President Johnson established the foun-
dation for a federal commitment to higher education that has benefited millions of
Americans individually and our nation as a whole.

This commitment provided grant, work, and loan opportunities to our nation’s col-
lege students, and it has given them the resources to expand their horizors and re-
alize the dream of advanced education. At the same time, it has strengthened the
ability of our nation’s campuses to provide the best education offerings in the world.

The foundation erected by President Johnson has expanded many times. Richard
M. Nixon, with the Education Amendments of 1972, established the Basic Educa-
tional Opportunity Grant program (Psll Grants) to assure that “no qualified student
who wants to go to college should be barred by lack of money. . .” . And in signing
the Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978, Jimmy Carter said that every
American student was now eligible for some form of federal student assistance.

The Education Amendments of 1980 solidified this foundation by endorsing all of
the previous policy developments and expond.inﬁsfunding levels for all federal stu-
dent aid programs. This i'wcreased funding levels, to be achieved over a period of
time, recognized the ing costs of a college education, and attempted to help stu-
dent assistance keep puce with these icnreases.

It is important to note that this commitment to student assistance and to higher
education has been a bipartisan one, with st support coming from presidents
from both political parties and from members :ﬁ Congrees from both sides of the
aisle. And as we begin to consider changes to President Johnson’s higher education
foundation, we hope that this bipartisan spirit continues. For higher education is
truly in the national interest.

But as we in the hgher education reauthorization process, we note some dis-
turbing trends. use of program changes made in recent years, student aid doee
not have as much dollar value as it had in the late i970’s. Inflation coupled with
inadequate funding of need-based student aid prograins have resulted in a decrease
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in purchasing power for students and their families. This has been particularly the
case for low-income and minority student-, who have traditionally been the target
of federal student assistance efforts. Thiz .rend has become more pronounced as
funding for the Guaranteed Student Loan Program has increased. When this has
occurreq, need-based assistance programs have not experienced similar increases,
and their more targeted funding has been disproportionately lower than the less
need-based GSL program. We also find that minority college enrollments are declin-
ing, even though the number of minority students graduating from high school has
been increasing. In addition, there has been a decrease in low-income and minonty
students attending public institutions and receiving student aid. These trends have
to be add essed and changed.

Many of our nation’s campuses are in desperate need of facility repair and new L
instrumentation, and they need help if t.he( are to continue to be the world’s para-
mount educational operations. And our coll and universities still face a major
gap in having sufficient numbers of educated minority and female professionals to
staff their ciassrooms and laboratories. Sterl have to be taken to close this gap. L

The American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) believes
these problems should be addressed itively during the reauthorization ¢’ the
Higher Education Act. By addressing them in a bipartisan manner, we will further
secure the sound foundation established by President Johnson and pay him the
greatest tribute that can be bestowed on any individual.

1. ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITY

AASCU believes that the primary goal of federal tudent aid programs has been to
guarantee access to postsecondary education to our citizens, while at the same time .
encouraging the pursuit of the type of educational opportunity that is best suited to )
each individual’s needs and desires. We believe this is a sound goal. However, we
also believe that certains teps should be taken to make this goal a reality. We offer .
the following suggestions: :

1. The Pell Grant program should be expanded, with award levels increased. The |
current maximum Pell grant award is $2100. We believe this award should be in- |
creased to at least $2400, and be increased an additional $200 annually. 3

2. We believe the limits on the cost-of-attendance provisions should be abolished, :
so that students who live off-campus will not have their non-tuition expense limited
by an arbitrary figure. The 198¢ Education Amendments recognized the inequity of
such imitations by allowmg each institution the flexibility to establish reasonable
offcampus living costs for its own students in computing student budgets. We be-
lieve these allowances should be increased to at least $1800 for students living at
home with their parents, and $2400 for all other students. These allowances then
should increase equally with any increase in the maximum Pel} award, E

3 More assistance to part-time students should be provided. Restrictions in cur-
rent programs should be eliminated so that these students can become eligible for
all federal student assistance programs. Currently the large number of students who
attend college less-than-half time are not eligible for most federal or state student
aid. Part-time students, if eligible, have their awards reduced unfairly. We think
this should be cha?ed.

4. College Work. tudy should be expanded, and more funding should be provided.
In addition, consideration should be given to change the current work-study pro-
gram to provide greater emphasis on student work experiences of educational and
societal value.

5. We believe campus-based funding under the SEOG program and the NDSL pro-
Eram should be continued. However, we believe the campus-based system should

ave flexibility built into it so that the individual needs of eligible students can be
addressed at the campus level. Under such a flexible system, the need for & small,
short-term loan could be met, if such a loan was determined by the campus finan-
cial aid administrator to be the most sujtable type of assistance for that particular .
student. Numercus other examples of flexibility in these rograms could be given.
However, our main contention is that students have different needs, and the
campus-based p: should be flexible enough to accommodate these needs.

6. Loans should not become the grimary source of student agsistance financing. .
We are extremely concerned with the growing tendency in this direction, with the
consequent effect of overly burdening students with loan debt. We stil! prefer a
Bolicy whereby college is financed through a combination of parental help, earnings,

ell Grants and work study, without the necessity for loans. However, we realize
that some students will still need loan assistance. Because of this, a capital financ-
ing mechanism such as the Guaranteed Student Loan program must be continued
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And we are not convinced that any of the alternative loan programs currently being
discussed can serve as an effective or workable subetitute to the current GSL pro-
gram. These alternatives should only be looked at as supplements to, and not substi-
tutes for, current programs of student assistance.

11. EFFECTIVE STUDENT AID DELIVERY

AASCU believes that if we are to have a student aid system that works, that
system must operate effectively and efficiently in pursuit of its objectives. To
achieve this , we support the following:

1. A master calendar, 'e‘“"ﬁ.h“f timetable for decisions affecting the student aid
rocess, should be developed. This calendar should include specific statutory dates
y which time all of the major decisions affecting the student aid delivery procees

will have to be completed. calendar should also include specific statutory dates
for the completion and distribution of student aid application forms.

2. The availability of accurate, comprehensive and re'iable information on student
financial assistance is crucial to students and parents who are making decisions
about postsecondary education. Accees to this information is needed at the earliest
possible time in the college decisionmaking process. We believe stepe should be
taken at the federal level to improve the current information process, so that such
information can be conveyed to future college students as esily in their secondary
achonl years as possible,

3. The nature of the student aid partnership makes it imperative that federal de-
cision-makers act in coogzration with, and with the input of, the postsecondary edu-
cation community. We believe open channels of communications between the De-
partment of Education, the Congress and the participations in the student aid deliv-
ery system are essential, and we support their continuation.

11. GRADUATE STUDENTS

Graduate students are eligible for College Work-Study funds as well as Guaran-
teed Student Loans, but not for other kinds of student aid under the Higher Educa-
tion Act. However, uecause of a shortage of funds, many graduate students have not
been able to participate in the work-study pr , and thus have become increas-
ingly reliant on the Guaranteed Student l!oan-og::lmm

n the past, some federal policy-makers have expressed the view that there is no
need to assist graduate students. Yet recent reports on the state of education in this
nation underscore the ‘mportance of uate education to our national well-being.

Our nation cannot afford to lose the talents of a whole generation of scholars.
There is still a great need for capable people who wish to enter all fields—not
simply college teaching And there still is the fact that women and minorities coa-
tinue to be underrepresented in graduate achoris as they are in almost all profes-
sions, and they need perticular assistance. Ar_ finally, many fields today require at
least a Master's degree if not & doctorate.

For these reasons, AASCU believes a commitment to supw)rt graduate students
through various forms of s‘udent assistance must be made. We would offer the fol-
lowing suggestions:

1. Access for uate students to the two major student loan programs—GSL and
NDSL-—should be maintained, as should the level of interest subsidies borrowers re-
ceive. Limits on the total loan burden, particularly for professional students, should
be increased. Graduate students should ecome eligible to participate in Federal stu-
dent assist~ .ce programs immediately upon entering graduate school. And college
work-study programs should be expanded so that graduate students will be able to
participate fully in these programs.

2. Fellowship support for women in graduate education should be increasea sub-
stantially with ;;‘a‘rticular attention given to encouraging women to enter fields of
study in which they are presently underrepresented. Funding should be increased in
all prrgrams which provide fellowships for minorité graduate students. The number
of fellowships available to minorities through the Graduate Professional Opportuni-
ty Pwram (GPOP) as well as stipend levels should be increased.

3. Major federal programs of support for graduate students should be maintained
and, in some instances, increasec substantially. Science and engineering fellowships
in various agencies should be increased in numbers with appropriate consideration
fur ~-1.power shortages. Stipends should be increased larly to take into ac-ount
increase: in the cost of living. Approximately 750 new fellowships per year for the
support of graduate students in the arts, humanities, and social scienres should be
provided by the Federal government. In addition, 500 new awards should be made
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each yc.r for dissertation sunport of students in the arts, humanities, and social sci-
ences.

1V. FORGIVEASLE LOAN PROGRAM TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF MINORITY AND FEMALE
FACULTY

America’s colleges and universities still face a majyor gap in having sufficient
numbers of educated minority and female professionals to staff their classrooms and
laboratories. Currently twent{-ﬁve percent of all students in the United States
public schools are minorities. Yet in the representation in our nation’s faculties, the
picture is a dismal one.

For Blacks and Hispanics, although high school graduation rates are increasi :
college going rates are declining. And the minority rate of participation at the col.
lege post graduate level is no different. Doctorates earned by minonty students are
concentrated in the field of education. In 1981 Blacks received only 4.2 percent of
the Ph.D.’s awarded. By field, black students receiving Ph.D.’s ranged from less
than one percent in ghysica and earth sciences to 8.8 percent in education. Hispan-
ics received about 1.3 percent of all doctorates during that same period, which ac-
cording to field of study, ranged from less than one-half of one percent of all degrees
in engineering to *.4 pcreent of the degrees in the arts and humanities.

The picture for women has improved somewhat in the Yast few years, but more
progress is needed. Women comprised 27 percent of all full-tinie faculty nationwide
in 1981. In that same year, womean earned 31.8 percent of doctora’ degrees.

We need to attract more of our able minorities and women to college faculty posi-
tions than we are doinﬁ today. According to the reéxort on ]graduate education in
America submitted by the National Commission on Student Financial Assgistance, a
major reason for not attracting such students is the cost of graduate education, and
the growing loan burdens students are accumulating to meet those costs. The pro-
gram of loan forgiveness we pro is a modest step towards addressing a major
tgroblem But it is an important first step, and one that will reap tremendous bene-
its.

These are the kighlights of pro s we would like to see implemented that
would make Lyndcn Johnson’s igher Education Act truly achieve the goals he set
for it. President Johnson, making aid to education a hallmark of his years i the
White House, proclaimed that nothing could be more important than providing the
legislative framework so that Americans across this land could fully develop their
human potential. This l{)roclamation is still true today, and the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act can make that legislative framework more effective and
relevant to the future of our nation.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE UNIVERSITIES AMD
LAND-GRANT COLLEGES

OBSERVATIONS ON THE ENACTMENT OF THE HIGHER EDUCATON ACT OF 1’

From the persTective of the tumult and turmoil of 1985, it seems to have been
remarkably simple. Even when compared with the major higher education legisla-
tion that p ed in 1958 and the reauthorization of the Act in 1972, the context
seems remarkably calm and ressonable and reasoned. Knowing that it was not quite
that way for those engaged in conceiving and giving birth to the Higher Education
Act of 1965 only changes this view moderately. For many who had labored for a
greater federal role in higher education, pusge of the Act was a culmination For
as many, newly embarked on the scene of federal activity in higher education, it
was a commencement that has hardly yet seen its potential fruition.

But after these observations are made and details in the ground are plowed, it
may well be that the central contribution to American political and cultural life of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 can be found in a long and heavy a German word,
veltanschauung. The word has been variously translated, frequently as world view
or philosophy of life. It may mean those things, too, but essentially it means the
way a person—or nation--perceives itself. Historians as well as novelists have writ-
ten about this central phenomenon in a nation’s life. A sense of optimism, a belief
in endless possibilities as opposed to a sense that the status quoe is inevitable, that
potﬁntials are limited, makes all the difference between twe nations at equal points
In history.

In 1957, the Russians put Sputnik into the skies. B{ itself, that metal sphere held
no great significance. To the American mind and self-esteern it was a calamity—a
catastrophe. President Kennedy, a few years later, in his declaration that the

Q
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Urited States would be the first to land on the moon, understood the nature of that
self-perception, understood that in all kinds of wvays—military, scientific, cultural,
economic, and more—a nation that pretends to the title of first or best or greatest
cannot come in second in any major race among nations.

The passage of the National Defepse Education Act of 1958 was a portrait of the
nation’s perception of itself at that time. The bill had to use the word “defense” to
justify in the minds of many people the federal government’s embarking on such
adventures as foreign language and area centers, just to name one. (Ironically, 25

rs later when forces afoot woud have eliminated the program, the Secretary of
fense to declared its significance for national security.) But in 1958, the capacity
of the nation to think of 4 federal role in higher education was restricted.

Our experience in the Second World War had taught us that the university com-
munity held within its quiet confines all sorts of intellect on all sorts of subjects
dear to national purpose. 'We have ever been proud in these United States of our
practicality, our pi atism. It was not accidintal that the extraordinary move-
ment that became the land t college activity and later the state university
realm began with the federal governnient calling for tru.ning in the agricultural
and mechanicul arts needed desperately in a westward expanding nation.

It is equally significant that not a single land-grant college or state unive:sity re-
stricted itself to that limited perception of its goals. Quite unsurprisingly, a larger
val 1€ system among the people in the states found the support that has developed
each one of those institutions into a public research university, a comprehensive
educational institution including among them some of the nation’s ana the world’s
greatest centers of all of the humanities and social sciences as well as centers for
science and technologly research.

That was the people at work in each state seeking for its youth the broadest of
opportunities and understanding that education was different from training—
though both were needed—and that the key to success in a modern world would lie
with broad education.

In some things the federal government will always be a follower and that is both
sensible and gzod Distance from the scene, from the problem, from the people can
cloud vision. So it came to be over many decades that in every state of the nation a
place was available almost always for a young man or a woman capable of studying,
willing to work hard not ony at studies but at some form of labor that would earn
dollars to pay for his or her keep. From the zero tuition institutions at both coasts
to the minimal charges throughout the country came a fundamental concept about
higher education that made it part of the rights of the citizenry to the degree that
the citizenry could absorb it and was willing to work for it as well.

It must be another sign of self-perception that there were not too many cries over
the decades calling for graduated tuitions (though, of course, there were some). It
had to wait for today for there to be profound concern that relatively wealthy
people may send their children to ir stitutions and not be required to pay higher

rices for the subsidized education. That point of view alone is worth examination
in the light of the thinking of the Congress reflecting the nation in 1965 when it
passed the Higher Education Act. Noteworthy, too, that in each of tke states at its
public institutions was an increasing development of outreach or extension pro-
grams devoted to community service. It achieved reputation in the field of agricul-
ture, but it was contemporarily developed in generaf extension and the notion that
the people of the state who created and paid for the institution had the right to be
served in all ways by it

It is especially noteworthy that wuiile the future research universities were ng
developecresctill another movement was underway focused at what were origit.ally
called normal schools and later state teachers colleges. The understanding that the
entire educational system ultimately had its foundation at the elementary and sac-
ondary levels led to the establishment of schools to train teacher- :nd further pro-
grams of research to understand more about the entire business of teaching.

In short, the Higher Education Act, in substance at least, was not remarkably
original If it had been it probably would not have been able to lfet anywhare
Where it was original was aguin in the implied weltanschauung. Heretofore, the
federal government could aid a young man or woman go to college because that stu-
dent had served years in the military. A reward was appropriate for time lost and,
of course, it madi very good social—political—economic sense at the time. Hereto-
fore, the federal government could purchase knowledge from the universities from
their extraordinary research capabilities to enhance the nation’s health or its mili-
tary position. Before this grant could be made to universities because they were
conducting defense activities and it was necessary that they be provided the where-
withal to accomplish this.
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With the pass.ge of the Higher Education Act, the nation made a quantum leap
into a new parception It was proper in the eyes of the nation that it fulfill its prom-
ise of equal opportunity to all people by reaching to those who wished education of .
giving indigent students grants, outright gifts. The defense ioan program of '58 was |
an extraordinary move forward, but dollars would have to be paid back, and, in I
those days pretty much at market interest. The creation of the college work-study
program was another move forward, but based on a notion that nothing could be
offered without something paid back. The Education Opportunity Grant sai¢ some-
thing more. The amount of dollars in the totai program was small The maximum
grants while most useful were small as well. But enacting Title IV put the federal
government into a militant role in higher education. The Act called for granticg
funds as a means of recruiting students who otherwise would ..ot be able to go to
college. This irherently was an attack on all sorts of “isms” that dragged down the
spirit of the nation over the previous century. Who, after all, were among the most
indigent who were not going on to college primarily for the lack of funds? They
'vere members of different minority groups, women whose talents had been rejected,
reople in disadvantaged sections of the United States who had lived in poverty for
ong perioda ot time.

We may have expect-d too much at first—did not realize how limited the impact
would be—did not realze how many who would be aided would not be newly re-
cruited, but atudents in school struggling somehew to stay there. What we did not
realize in 1965 was that the EOG was to become a prelude. Its basic idea had been
accepted and becn implemented 80 that six years later its genuine execution could
be m(gr( hea opto the legislative field—the Basic Education Opportunity Grant—the
Pell Grunt.

It Lias beon entirely appropriate that for the past 20 years legislation on higher
educat on has been basicafly an enhancement of the Act of 1965. The 76 bill refined
further the concept of t e basic grant and other elements in the legislation. The
Middle Inzome Student Assistance Act of 1978 was a statement by the Congress that
on the one hand carried the concept of student assistance further and simultaneous-
ly harked back to earlier successes in the states when opportunity for higher educa-
tion became something students could begin to take for ted.

The 1980 bill was in some ways a culmination of these jectives at a time when
weople could think positively and progressively regarding the new weltanschauung.
For the past 5 years, the nation has undergone a continual review of its perception
of what it is and what it represents. I has been told repeatedly year after year in
budget proposals that it can no longer afford what it said in 1965 it had to achieve.
Year after year Congress has rejected that thesis. This made manifest in the in-
creased funding for the Pell Grant Program.

Another test is being taken by the Congress as we celebrate the 20th anniversary
of the creation of the Higher Education Act: the reauthorization of that law. The
ubiquitous terror of what the intolerable budget deficits could do to the nation may
well have a measurable effect on the outcome of this significant legislation. Mem-
bers of authorization committees could well begin to think more like members of
appropriation commi*‘ees and a general tightening of prog. ams could be attempted.
It is likely, however, if only because there are still members of Congress who par-
ticipated in the midwifery of 1965 that helped give birth to the Act, that there will
be a reaffirmation of the fundamental principles and perceptions that were given
light twenty years ago. It is likely that they will say thot indeed, the budget deficits
are terrible and, indeed, we must act wisely to re’uce them and eliminate theu,,
and, indeed, we must behave differently in the de.ades ahead so that we do not
wind up in this situation again. But who we are and what we have become through
200 years of unique hist .y does not change with submissions of budget proposals
from administrations t- Congress.

The enactment of the Higher Education Act of 1965 enabled America to realize
itsell in one more way. It came and intervened st s time when great sweeps of
social legislation were being carried through the Cungress. It now will have to pre-
vail a8 much of that legirlation is in question. It is likely that it will carry itself into
that next period of our nation’s history when we choose to see oursclves in the very
best light as the very best kind of civilization.
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The Higher Education Act of 1965

On November 8, 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson returned tn the
campus of his alma mater, Southwest Texas State University, to sign into law
the Higher Education Act. The landmark legislation opened the goors of
higher education to generations of American students.

Initially authorized under Public Law 89-329, the act consisted of eight
titles, six which authorized new programs and two which amended the
Figher Education Act of 1963 (PL 88-204). The act has since been amended
and reauthorized fous times — in 1968, 1972, 1976, and 1980.

Foremost amon%vthe act’s provisions, as amended through the 98th
Congress, is Title IV, Student Assistance, which authorizes a varizty of
programs to assist minority and low-income college and university students.
Grants and special é:rograms for students demonstrating financial need
include the Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (Pell Grants); special
programs for disadvantaged students (Talent Search, Upward Bound, and
Special Services for Disadvantaged Students) to help identify, counsel, and
provide adequate academic preparation for certain pre-college students;
special programs for students whose families are in migrant or seasonal farm
work; low interest Guaranteed Student Loans; Work-Study Programs that
provide federal matching funds for postsecondary inst:tutions for part-time
employment for students who demonstrate financial need; and National
Direct Student Loans, federal matching funds which provide for loans at a five
percent interest rate to students with a financial need.

Other sections of the act include Title I, Continuing Education; Title II,
Library Assistance; Title Il Institutional Aid; Title V, Teacher Traning; Title
VI, International Education, Title VII, Academic Facilities; T:tle VIII,
Cooperative Education; Title IX Graduate Pr ams; Title X, Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecon-’ary Education (l?lgSE); Title XI, Urban Uni-
versity Grant Progiam; an 4 Title XII, General Provisions
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Lyndon Baines Johnson
at Southwest Texas State University

Southwest Texas was founded as a two.year, state-supported normal
school in 1899. The first session opened in September of 1903 with 303
students and 17 faculty members.

By the time the young Lyndon B. Johnson enrolled in 1927, it was
Southwest Texas State Teachers College, a bachelor's-degree-granting
institution with an enrollment of 1,304 students. Except for the school year
1928-29, the future president pursued his college degree straight through,
winter and summer, until graduation. He taught in Cotulla duri 1922-29in
order to earn money to continue his schooling. He received a helor of
S;ielr;%e degree and a permanent secondary teaching certificate on August
19, 1930.

During his student days, the future President was active in extracurricular
aciivities, maintained a good academic record, worked to earn money to
t = c2 his education, and became well acquainted with several college
administrators, including President C.E. Evans. The relationshins he
cultivated as a student lasted throughout his lifetime.

Lyndon Johnson returned to his alma mater in San Marcos again and
again. When he decided to run for Congress, he made the first announcement
of his plans at SWT.

In the fall of 1955, he returned as Senator to be the guest of honcr for the
university’s homecoming celebration, which was proclaimed Lyndon Jchnson
Day. He addressed degree candidates at botn May 1959 ana 1961
commencement ceremonies. At the May 1962 commencement, he was
awarded a Doctor of Laws degree, the institution’s first honorary degree.
(SWT awarded its second honorary degree in May of 1983 to Mrs. LyndonB.
Johnson.) He was the keynote speaker at the inauguration of Dr. Jaines H.
McCrocklin as SWT’s fourth president in 1964. A year later —on November
8, 1965 — he signed the Higher Education Act at SWT. He reiurned to deliver
another commencement addressin 1968 and to present the LBJ Outstanding
Student Award in 1971.

After he left he White House, the President’s nostalgic visits to thi SWT
campus became more frequent. Just weeks before his death in 1973, he
vowed to bring “outstanding Americans” to speak to students a* SWT. That
promise was not forgotten by Robert L. Hardesty, who served as an aideand
speechwritar to President Johnson. When Mr. Hardesty became president of
Southwest Texas in 1981, one of his first acts was to create the Lyndon
Baines Johnson Distinguished Lecture Series. Congressman William D. Ford
\Anlldpresent the eighth LBJ Lecture Thursday night, November 7, in Evans

uditorium.
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Lyndon Baines Johuson Distinguished |_ecture Series

Freaiding over the reauthorization hearings of the Higher Education Act is
Congressman William D. Ford. Mr. Ford, a Democrat from Michigan, was
first elected to Congress in 1964 and has repre--ated his district with
distinction tor over 20years. He is the ranking majority member of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, the committee responsible for almost all
{:S:lral education legislation from the elementary through the postgraduate

He first served as Chair of the House
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education
from 1977 to 1981, and he resumed that p
positicn in February 1985, He was principal
author of the Education Amendments of
1980, the most comprehensive higher educa-
tion legislation ever enacted by Congress.
He also was principal author of the middle
Income Student Assistance Act.

Additiona. efforts of Mr. Ford on behalf of
education include service a« Chairman of
the Interstate Migrant Education Council
and as an education advisor to UNESCO.

The Congressman’s activities extend
beyond the field of education. As Chairman
of the Post Office and Civil Service Com.
mittee, he directs congressional oversight

on the entire federal civifian | and the U.S. Postal Service, the federal
benefits program, the civil service retirement system.

A native of Detroit, Representative Ford earned Bachelor of Science and
Juris Doctor degrees from the University of Denver.He served in the U.S.
Navy from 1944 to 1946 and the U.S. Air Force Reserve from 1950to 1957, He
began his political career as Justice of the Peace in Taylor Township,
Michigan. Prior to his congressional career he also was elected to the
Michigan Constitutional Convention and the Michigan State Senate.

Ten colleges and universities have bestowed honorary degrees on
geparszntative Ford for his leadership in Congress over the past two

ecades.

The Lyndon Banes Johnson Distinguished Lecture Series fulfills a promise
made at Southwest Texas State University by President Johnson n 1973 ,
The series brings to reality President Johnson’s desire to bring some of the ‘;
finest minds in the country to the SWT campus to speak. 4‘
On his last visit to San Marcos in 1973, President Johnson brought along
his former economic advisor, Dr. Walter Heller, as the first lecturer of many
he wanted to arrange at his alma mater. His death came less than a week
later, before any plans could be implemented.
The Lyndon Baines Johnson Distinguished Lecture Series, nitiated in c
1982, recogmzes the importance of education to the continuing prosperity of
the nation, a recurring theme during LBJ's years of government service.
Creation of the Lyndon Baines Johnson %istinguished Lecture Series by
SWT President Robert L. Hardesty was particularly appropriate. Mr.
Hardesty served as assistant to President Johnson during his term in the
White House and afterwards as his special assistant and editor of :he
President’s memoirs, The Vantage Point (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971).
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iligher Education in Texas

A special briefing on higher education will be presented to media
representatives and other guests by Texas Governor Mark White at a
breakfast at 8:30 a.m. Friday, November 8, in the San Marcos Room of the
LBJ Memorial Student Center.

Education has beer a major focus of Governor White’s admimstration. He
appointed the Select Committee on Primary and Secondary Education,
headed by Dallas businessman Ross Perot,in 1983. The committee’s recom-
mendations to the Legislature led to sweeping changes in the Texas
education system. Last month, Governor White — along with the Lieutenant
Governor and the Speaker of the House — appointed a select committee on
higher education, chaired by Coordinating Board Chairman Larry Tempie, to
recommend improvements in the college and university system.

Governor White, a graduate of Baylor University and the Baylor Law
School, was inaugurated as Governor of Texas on January 18, 1983. Prior to
tshat, he served wath distinction as Texas’ Attorney General and Secretary of

tate
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Commemorative Sculpture

At 3 p.m. Thursday, November 7, a commemorative sculpture by artist
Scott M. Wallace of Tucson, Anzona, will be dedicated near the Lyndon B.
Johnson Memonial Student Center to faunch the series of 20th anniversary
events.

Mr. Wallace's work was selected after a nationwide sculpture competition
conducted by Southiwest Texas State University. The competition was open
to undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in art schools, colleges and
universities throughout the United States. Entries were juried by a committee
of SWT art faculty and administrators who sought contemporary work of the
h}gl}\‘est caliber. The winner of the competition received $5,000 for fabrication
of the piece.

e commemorative sculpture, whichis12-feet-9-inches tall, is constructed
primarily of stainless steel. It was designed after the artist, a spring 1985
University of Arizona Master of Fine Arts degree recipient, spent time on the
shores of Lake Michigan. He sees the piece as built around forms associated
with the change of seasons, particularly the coming of fall.

In his competition proposal, Mr. Wallace wrote, “Reflecting back many
seasons, one must remember the multitude of young Americans who have
been able to attend this nation’s colleges and universities since the signing of
the Higher Education Act in the fall of 1965 . . . recalling what President
Johnson said ‘It (education) is the path to peace, forit is education that places
reason over force.’ Because of education, the world can koo to the future and
hope for countless seasons to come.”

hrough arrangements made by U.S. Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas,
models submitted by the six finalists in competition are on exhibit in the
rotunda of the Russell Building in Washington, D.C. through November 8,
1985, Artists whose models are on display include Mr. Wallace; Mr. Daron
Sachs, The University of Texas at San Antonio, second place; Ms. Judy
Kracke, West Texas State University, Canyon, third place; Ms. Grace
Hickman, Loretto Heights College, Aurora, Colorado, finalist; Mr. David A.
De Cesaris, Bra niversity, Peoria, [llinois, finalist; and Mr. Keiichi
Matayoshi, Carnell University, fthaca, New York, finahst.
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Schedule of Events

Thursday, November 7, 1985

34pm,

4-5 p.m.

5:30-6:30 p.m.

7 p.m

8:30 pm.

Dedication of commemorative sculpture by artist Scott
Wallace, LBJ Memorial Student Center * ‘all; viewing of
an exhibition of photographs and original documents
from the signing of the Higher Education Act of 1965, LBJ
Room, LBJ Student Center.

Reception honoring Congressman Wilkam D. Ford and
Sculptor Scott Wallace, Hill Country Lounge, LBJ
Student Center.

Reception hosted by the SWT Alumni Association, by
invitation, Alumni House

Lyndon B. Johnson Distinguished {ecture, Evans Audi-
torium, the Hono: able Willam D. Ford, U.S. House of
Representatives, Chairman, Subcommuittee on Postsec-
ondary Education.

Dinner, by inwitation, San Marcos Room, LBJ Student
Center.

Friday, November 8, 1985

8930 a.m.

10-1130 am.

12 noon

Press Breakfast, by inuitation, San Marcos Room, LBJ
Student Center. Guest Speaker, Texas Governor Mark
White.

8:45 am.—Gallery open to the public.

Public hearing, House Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, Evans Auditorium. Congressman William D
Ford presiding.

“The Role of the Federal Government in Higher
Education: Two Perspectives”

President John Brademas, New York University,
Dr. C. Ronald Kimberling, Acting Assistant Secretary
of Education

Luncheon, by invtatior, SanMarcos Room, LBJ Student
Center.

“The Impact of the Higher Education Act ”

President Robert L Hardesty
Southwest Texas State University
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1:30 pm Public hearing continues, Evans Auditorium.

Panel of respondents:
Mr. Robert Atwell, American Council on Education

The Honorable Joseph A. Califano, former Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare

The Honorable William C. C'~han, Jr., Association of
Independent Colleges and Schools

The Honorable Wilbur Cohen, former Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare

The Honorable Wilhelmina Delco, "exas House of
Representatives

Dr. Irwin C. Lieb, University of Southern Califorria,
representing The Brown Foundation, Inc.

Mr. Joe I McCormick, Texas Guaranteed Student
Loan Corporation

Dr. Charles S. MacKenzie, Grove City College, Pennsyl-
vania

4pm. Adjournment.

Ushers for 20th Anniversary events are student members nf Golden Key
National Honor Society and the SWT Student Foundation.

“Higher Education Act of 1965 Returns Home” 1s the title of an exhibit on
display in the LBJ Room of the Lyndon B. Johnson Memonal Student
Center. The exhibit features the onginal act as well as correspondence and
related memorabilia. Items used in the exhibit are on loan from the National
Archives in Washington, D.C., and the LB/ Library and Museum in Austin

The Role of the Federal Government in Higher Education

As part of the reauthorization process for the Higher Education Act of
1965, the Subcommuttee on Postsecondary Education of the U.S. House of
Representatives will hear testimony beginning at 10 a.m. Fniday, November 8,
in Evans Auditorium,

The law 15 reviewed oerlodically and reauthorized if it is to remain in force

The format to be followed in Friday’s hearing includes presentations by two
nationally prominent figures with differing viewpoints on the federal role in

postsecondary education and comments by a distinguished panel of educa-
tors and public officials
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The Keynoters

President John Brademas of New York University is
an outspoken critic of proposed federal budget cuts in
higher education. Dr. Brademas’ testimony at Congres-
sional budget hearings in March of this year attracted
attention nationwide. A Rhodes Scholar, Dr. Brademas
holds a Bachelor of Arts degree from Harvard and a Doctor
of Philosophy from Oxford. New York University is one o
the foremost urban universities in the nation and one of the
largest private universities in the world. When the Higher
Education Act was signed in 1965, Dr. Brademas was &
member of the U.S. House of Representatives. He later
served as House Majority Whip.

Dr. C. Ronald Kimberling, Acting Assistant Secretary
for Post Education, is responsible for more than
40 programs in areas of student financial assistance,
institutional tion, and institutional aid. Prior to his
appointment to this position, he served in several other
positions in the U.S. Department of Education, as well as in
teaching and administrative roles at the University of
Southern California and California State University-North-
ridge. Dr. Kimberling holds a master’s degree from fornia
State University-Northridge and two master’s degreesand a
doctorate from the University of Southern California. He
was a working journalist in Los Angeles before entering the
field of education

President Robert L. Hardesty of Southwest Texas
State University will discuss the impact of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 at an invitational funciwon Friday,
November 8. A former newsman and writer, Mr. Hardesty
served as swial assistant to Postmaster General John
Gronouski before becoming an ~ssistant to President
Lyndon B. Johnson. He is a former Chairman of the Board
of Governors of the U.S. Postal Service of which he was a
member from 1976 to 1985. Prior to his current appointment
in 1981, he was Vice Chancellor for Administraticn for The
University of Texas System. President Hardesty chairs the
statewide Committee on Testing of College Sophomore
and is a member of the Education Commission of the Staty ..
He received a Bachelor of Arts degree from the Geor ze
Washington University in Washington, D.C.
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The Panelists

Mr. Robert Atwell 1s President of the American Council
on Education, a national organization representing 1,250
two- and four-year postsecondary institutions and 200 other

igher education associations. He served as vice president
of ACE for six years before becoming president in December
1984, Previously, Mr. Atwell was Vice Chancellor for
Administration at the Univeraity of Wisconsin at Madison,
and President of Pitzer College. e also served as a planning

¥ officer at the National Institute of Mental Health. He earned

a Bachelor of Arts de%ee at the College of Wooster and a
Master of Arts at the University of Minnesota.

The Honorable Joseph A. Califano, a Harvard Law
School graduate who has served in positions ranging from
Special Assistant to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of
Defense to Secretary of Health Education, and Welfare, was
Special Assistant to President Lyndon B. Johnson from July
26, 1965, to January 20, 1969. His tenure as Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare was from January, 1977,
until August, 1979. He is curr.ntly 2 partner intt.e law firm of

Dewey, Ballantine, Bushby, Palmer and Wood in Washing-
-ton, D.C. and New York City.

The Honorable William C. Clohan, Jr. brings alawyer’s
wrsg‘eﬁm to the field of education. Prior to joining the

ashington, D.C. law firm of Clohan, Adams & Dean, he
served as Under Secretary in the U.S. Department of
Educatinn, where he managed all education and handi-
capped legislation. He alSo has served as Republican
Lducation Counsel to the Education and Labor Commuttee
of the U.S. House of Representatives and chief legislative
assistant to two members of Congress. Mr. Clohan earned a
Bachelor of Science degree from the Air Force Academy, a
Master of Science in administration from Georée Washing-
ton University, and a Juris Doctor degaree from eorgetown
fliJvneiversity. He served as an officer in the U.S. Air Force for

years.

The Honorable Wilbur J. Cohen joined the staff of
President Roosevelt’s Cabinet Committee on Economic
Security in 1934, the same year he received a degree in
economics from the University of Wisconsin. The cabinet
committee drafted the onginal Social Secunity Act. Pro-
fessor Cohen served on the staff of the Social Security
Board from 1935 to 1956. He was appointed Assistant
Secretary for Legislation in the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare in 1961, Under Secretary in 1965,
and Secretary in 1968. Since 1979, he has been Sid W.
Richardson Professor of Public Affairs at The Lyndon B
Jognson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas
at Austin.
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The Honorable Wilhelmina Delco 1s serving her
sixth term in the Texas House of Repesentatives, repre-
senting Travis County’s 37th District. During the past four
sessions of the State Legislature, Mrs. Delco has chaired the
influential House Higher Education Committee. A graduate
of Fisk University in Nashville, Tennessee, Mrs. Delco is a
former member of the Austin Independent School District
Board of Trustees. She is one of the Texas representatives
to the Education Commission of the States and is a member
of the Select Committee on Higher Education in Texas,
established by the state Legislature earlier this vear.

Dr. Irwin C. Lieb, Vice President and Professor of
Philosophy at the University of Southern California, is here
representing The Brown Foundation, Inc., one of the
sponsors of this 20th Anniversary observance. The former

SC provost was on the facuicy at The University of Texas
at Austin from 1963 to 1981. From 1975 to 1979, he was Vice
President and Dean of Graduate Studies Specializing in

f,_ metaphysics, Dr. Lieb holds a bachelor’s degree from

Princeton, a master’s from Cornell and a doctorzte from
Yale. He is a fellow of the American Council of Lezrned
Societies and the author of several books.

President Charles Sherrard MacKenzie of Grove
City College, Pennsylvania, has served since 1971. President
MacKenzie travels widely, speaking to alumni, church and
civic groupsin a concerted effort to support the principles of
freedom in private higher education. He has defended
Grove City College from government overregulation on
national television, radio, and in U.S. Senate and House
Subcommittee hearings in the celebrated “Grove City
Case” that reached the U.S. Supreme Court. He attended
Boston University, Gordon College and Princeton Theolo-
gical Seminary, from which he received his doctorate in
philosophy.

Mr. Joe L. McCormick is Executive Director of the
b Texas Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation, one of this
program’s sponsors A native Texan, Mr. McCormick holds
a bachelor's degree from West Texas State Uriversity in
Canyon and a master's degree from Mississippi State
University. He has been active in student financial aid circles
for almost 20 years. working in capacities from his current
position, which he has held since 1980, to director of student
financial asd at universities in Texas, Oklahoma and
Mississippi. He also serves as President of the National
Council of Higher Education Loan Programs. Mr. Mc-
Cormick is a member of the recently appointed Select
Committee on Higher Education in Texas.
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The Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education
Comnittee on Education ana Labor
U.S. House of Representatives

Rep. William D. Ford, Charman

D Michigan

Rep. Chester G. Adkins
D. Massachusetts

Rep. Mario Biaggi
D. New York

Rep. Terry L. Bruce
D. hnois

Rep. E. Thomas Coleman
R. Missoun

Rep. Mervyn M. Dymally
D. Calforma

Rep. Dennis E. Eckart
D. Ohio

Rep. Joseph M. Gaydos
D. Pennsylvama

Rep. William F. Goodling
R. Pennsylvania

Rep. Steve Gunderson
R. Wisconsin

Rep. Augustus F. Hawkins
D. Calforma

Rep. Charles A. Hayes
D Ninois
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Rep. Paul B. Henry

R. Michigan
<
Rep. James M. Jeffords -
R. Vermont .
Rep. John R. McKernan, Jr.
R. Maine
Rep. Major R. Owens
D. New York
Rep. Timothy J. Penny
D. Minnesota
Rep. Carl C. Perkins
D. Kentucky
Rep. Thomas E. Petri
R. Wisconsin
Rep. Marge Roukema
R. Wisconsin
Rep. Stephen J. Solarz
D. New York
Rep. Thomas J. Tauke
R. lowa
Rep. Pat Williams
D Montana
L ¢
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Sponsors

The Brown Foundation, Inc.

The Brown Foundation, Inc., was established in 1951 by Margaret
and Herman Brown and Alice and George R. Brown as a nonprofit, charitable
foundation. All funds donated to the foundation and allincome generated by
these funds are used for public, charitable purposes, principally for the
support, encouragement, and assistance to art and educatior.. The affairs of
the Brown Foundation, Inc., are managed by a Board of Trustees. Members
are Nancy Brown Wellin, Maconda Brown O’Connor, Isabel Brown Wilson,
Luisa Stude Sarofim, M.S. Stude, James Root Paden, C.M. Hudspeth, Leslie
Nelson Negley, Alice Negley Do, and George R. O’Connor.

The Texas Gu:ranteed Student Loan Corporation

The Texas Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation (TGSLC) is a public
nonprofit corporation established by the Legislature in 1979. The mission of
the corporation is to provide financial access to postsecondary education for
qualified Texas students. The TGSLC fulf'ls this mission by guaranteeing
and administering educational loans made by Texas banks, credit unious,
savings and loan associations, and other financial institutions to sturlents in
colleges, universities, and vocational/technical schools. Members of the
Board of Directors of TGSLC are Bob Bullock, Shirley Binder, William H.
Schroeder, Jr., Hulen M. Davis, Sr., Lawrence Pettit, John R. Schott, Gary
W. lErlmer, Larry E. Temple, Gecrge Crews, Ruth-Ellen Gura, ard Homero
Avila.

Southwest Texas State University

There have been many changes at Southwest Texas since Lyndon
Johnson’s days. Today, more than 19,200 students pursi.e bachelor’s and
raster’s degrees 1 a wide range of discipines under the guidance of more
than 600 faculty members. The School of Business :1ow graduates more
students than the School of Education. Uncharged, hcwever, is the
university's commitment to the individual studet and to e<cellence in
teaching and learning just as it was when the your.,g mun from the Texas Hill
Country enrolled here so many years ago.

Southwest Texas State University is a part of the Texas State University
System, which includes four state universiiies guided by the nine-member
Board of Regents. Members of the Board include John S. Cargile, chairman;
Bernard G. Johnson, vice chairman; Lee Drain; Ruben M. Escobedo;
Edmund M. Longcope; Katherine S. Lowry; Jack L. Martin; W.C. Perry; and
Philip G. Warner
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Support for anniversary actwities has veen received from the following
organizations and individuals-

American Association of Community and Junior Colleges
Dale Parnell, President

American Association of State College- and Universities
Allan W. Ostar, President

American Council on Education
Robert H. Atwell, President

Association of American Universities
Robert M. Rosenzweig, President

Association of Independent Collc 2¢ a1: | Schools
Jerry Miller, President

Central Texas Higher Education Authority, Inc. i
Cindy Rodriguez, Executive Director

National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities
John D. Phillips, President

National Association of State Universities and Land Grant colleges
Robert L. Clodius, President

National Council of Higher Education Loan Programs, Inc.
Jean Frohlicher, Staff Director

San Marcos Telephone Company
James Pendergast, 'r., President

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
W.C. Haydon, Assistant Vice President

Sun Exploration and I roduction Company
Chad Bardone, Vice Prosident

Mr. and Mrs. Neal Watt ¢f Austin

O
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